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LORD PENZANCE’s recent animadversionson the remiss- 
ness of a state of law which endangers wills by not 
taking them into its own custody until after probate, have 
gone the round of the papers and received various com- 
ments. Lord Penzance is aware, though few of the public 
are, that, in accordance with a provision of the Court of 
Probate Act, 1857 (20 & 21 Vict. c. 77, s. 91), a deposi- 
tory for the wills of living persons is provided at Doctors’ 
Commons. The will or codicil has to be delivered in a 
sealed envelope, properly endorsed by the testator or 
some one specially authorised, either to a registrar of the 
Court at the Principal Registry, or to one of the district 
registrars ; some small fees are payable, and the packet 
is not re-delivered until after the testator’s death. We 
believe, however, that very few testators indeed have 
availed themselves of this department. There are many 
and grave objections to making any such deposit of 
wills compulsory on testators. Such compulsion must, 
of course, be exercised by some such means as the 
stamping with invalidity all wills not so deposited, 
say within so many weeks or days of their execution, 
The same requirements must extend to all codicils 
or subsequent wills revoking the instrument already 
deposited. Some relaxations must, of course, be per- 
mitted where testators have been prevented by un- 
avoidable causes from complying with the require- 
ment to deposit, and thus an endless door would 
be opened to litigation on the question of the sufficiency 
of such an excuse; and the validity of a will might 
entirely hinge on some such question as whether or no its 
maker had used “ reasonable diligence,” or been guilty of 
unreasonable negligence. It would be years before such 
& tequirement would become generally known and ac- 
quiesced in; great distrust would be aroused among igno- 
Tant testators, and intestacies would be occasioned and 
inflicted by the thousand. We fear there is no legislative 
remedy for those losses of wills which sometimes happen 
through neglect or fraud. 





THE Atheneum observes, “ not without emotion,” that 
there are now not less than nine law schoolsin the presidency 
of Bengal alone, with 670 students, thus threatening 
‘India with a plague of lawyers. There ought, therefore, 
to be no lack of skilled practitioners available for the 
coming generation of native litigants. It is said, how- 
ever, that complaints are becoming frequent in India of 
the deficiency, among the authorised practitioners, of 
knowledge of the native laws, and that these complaints 
are made with especial reference to those who come out 
to India to practise there, after having been called to the 
bar in England. It is, we believe, the usage of the 
High Courts of the three Presidencies to admit, as of 
course, to their own bar, any barrister of an English Inn 
of Court. Some while ago the English Inns commenced 
the practice of calling students, intending themselves for 


India only, upon a shorter number of terms than others, 


The Caloutta judges raised a strong objection to this, 





and intimated an intention of introducing an examina- 
tion test of their own, if the practice was not abandoned. 
What was the upshot, we do not know; but practically, 
at any rate, an English barrister may proceed to India 
and begin practice there without knowing anything of 
Indian law. It is true, indeed, that he may get called 
to the English bar, and set up practice in England, with- 
out knowing any English law whatever; but that is a state 
of things which is shortly to be altered. Moreover, the 
student has, if he does not pass the examination in Eng- 
lish law, at least to make a semblance of studying it, by 
frequenting a practitioner’s chambers or sitting out a 
series of lectures. The Inns of Court have already pro- 
vided the means of instruction in the Hindu, Mahomedan, 
and other laws; and it is now said that, in addition to 
this, they should, before calling apy student who is 
going to India, exact some examination test of pro- 
ficiency in these laws. It is certainly especially impor- 
tant that barristers going out to India with the prestige 
of an English call should be properly grounded in the 
law in which they propose to practice. The Inns of 
Court having already instituted the means of instruction, 
the desired object would be met either by the English 
Inns requiring aw examination test before granting the 
certificate which each barrister carries out with him to 
India, or by the Indian judges instituting an examina- 
tion of their own, to be passed by English barristers be- 
fore admission to Indian practice. So that there be a 
test, it can hardly matter at which end of the journey 
it is worked. 


A CONSIDERABLE AMOUNT of dissatisfaction has 
existed amongst those of the county court clerks who are 
paid by the Treasury, ever since the passing of the 
“Superannuation Act, 1859.” These clerks claim to be 
included in the term “civil servants,” in accordance 
with the 17th section of the Act, which says that “no 
person is to be deemed a civil servant unless he holds his 
appointment directly from the Crown,” nor be entitled 
to superannuation, “ unless his salary is provided out of 
the Consolidated Fund, or out of moneys voted by Parlia- 
ment.’ The clerks claim to read these negative enact- 
ments in a positive sense. as if the words had been to the 
effect that a person shall be deemed a civil servant if he 
holds his appointment directly from the Crown, and 
shall be entitled to superannuation if his salary is paid 
out of the Consolidated Fund, or out of moneys voted by 
Parliament. This reading of the Act was admitted by 
the county court officials at the Treasury when the ques- 
tion was before them some three or four years ago, but 
they demurred to the claim of the clerks on the ground 
that they did not hold directly from the Crown, but of 
the registrars of the courts who made the appointments. 
To this the clerks replied that the registrars only no- 
minated, and the Treasury had to ratify the nomination 
before the appointment was complete ; that registrars 
could not dismiss without the consent of the Treasury, 
and that, although receipts for clerks’ salaries were 
given to registrars in their own name, they 
were the agents of the Treasury for that pur- 
pose, and their names on the receipts were 
a mere formality, as evidenced by the fact that 
the Treasury not only fixed the amount of the salaries, 
but audited them as public accounts. The arguments 
of the Treasury prevailed, the decision being in their 
hands, but the clerks have always considered themselves 
aggrieved at being thus excluded from superannuation 
benefits. It seems that the clerks of the Shoreditch 
County Court have this week revived the question in a 
circular which they have addressed to the other courts in 
the metropolis. The Shoreditch clerks propose that a 
society should be formed, with the oddly sounding object 
of obtaining “ the status of civil servants of the Crown.” 
The circular concludes with the statement that its object 
“has received the approval of the Judge, the Registrar, 
and the High Bailiff of the Shoreditch Court.” 
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ONE OF THE METROPOLITAN CouNTY CoURTS has 
again had to decide an important question on the effect 


of the Married Women’s Property Act, the converse in this | 


imstance of the point suggested in the case of Peapell v. 
Jones, noticed by us the week before last. A claimant de- 
siring to sue a married woman for wages, the point was 
referred to the judge whether, as the Act makes no provi- 
sion for suing a married woman, the husband might be 
sued. The husband was living with the wife, and the only 
“ separation ” consisted in the wife carrying on the busi- 
ness of a dressmaker and employing assistants. The 
judge held that as the Act gives no power to sue a married 
woman she is in the same position as before the Act— 
namely, not amenable to acivil action ; and, as in his 
opinion she carried on the business “separately ” from 
her husband, he was not liable. There are very many 
questions on the effect of the new Act in cases such as 
this : to find out what the new Act enacts, and then 
apply the enactment to the old law, is a complicated and 
difficult task. The dictum, however, which we have 
here noticed, though exceedingly meagre, is enough to 
draw attention to the blundering character of the Act. 
We trust next week to investigate with some minuteness 
the operation of the Act in cases similar to the above. 





A CORRESPONDENT DRAWS ATTENTION to the case of 
juries in cities and boroughs having separate courts of 
quarter sessions. Whether he is right in saying that 
the Act of 1870 does not apply to such juries at all, may 
be one of the many difficulties in construing that Act. 
He is, however, certainly right to this extent, that the 
Act of 1870 makes no provision as to the qualification 
for such jurors, or for making lists of persons qualified. 
It does not, therefore, in any way alter the effect 
of the section cf the Act of 1825 which he 
quotes. Probably, however, some of the general provi- 
sions of the Act of 1870 apply to boroughs, such as the 
18th section, which declares that no person shall be 
summoned to serve on any jury or inquest, except a grand 
jury, more than once in any year, unless all the jurors 
on the list shall have been summoned during the year. 
Even this, however, is doubtful, owing to the use of the 
words “ the list,” which might seem as though it could 
not apply where there was no proper jury list, or any- 
thing but a burgess roll, or list of voters. It is one of 
the many peeuliarities of the Act of 1870, that although 
the interpretation clause (section 5) says that “in this 
Act quarter sessions shall include general sessions,” yet 
nowhere else in the Act does the expression quarter 
sessions occur. 

With regard to the question of the liability of women to 
serve on such juries, wedo not think the difficulty suggested 
by our correspondent arises, The 9th section of the Act 32 
& 33 Vict. c. 55, to which he refers, says that in this Act 
andin the Act 5 & 6 Will. 4, c. 76 (the Municipal Corpora- 
tions Act), words importing the masculine gender shall 
be taken to include females “for all purposes connected 
with and having reference to the right to vote in the 
election of councillors, auditors, and assessors.” This 
certainly amounts tosaying that such words shall not in- 
clude females for any other purpose, such for instance as 
serving on juries. Women are not burgesses for all pur- 
poses, but only so far as relates to the right of voting for 
councillors, &c. 

THE THIRD SECTION OF the Naturalization Act, 1870, 
provides that aliens who have been naturalized as British 
subjects may again become aliens by making a declara- 
tion of alienage, but this right is only to belong to 
naturalized aliens who, before naturalization, were sub- 
jects of a state between whom and her Majesty a conven- 
tion to this effect has been entered into, and is to be 
exercised within such limit of time as may.be provided 
in the convention. Finally, the convention must be 
declared by an Order in Council. The London Gazette 
of February 3rd contained a declaration by her Majesty 
in Council, on the 17th of August last, that a convention 





| London, 
| any doubt, so that it afforded no scope for the ingenious 
; gentlemen to whom we refer, 
| for their exertions elsewhere, and they found it in a 





was, on the 10th of August, ratified between her Majesty 
and the President of the United States, whereby subjects: 
of the United States who have been naturalized as British 

subjects.are to be at liberty to renounce their naturaliza- 

tion, provided they do so within two years from the 10th 

of August last. Since this Order in Council was made 
in August last, why, we wonder, was it not made public- 
until nearly five months had elapsed ? 


OUR. READERS will not be surprised to hear that a. 


subscription has been opened in order to relieve Mr,” 


Samuel Shaen from the liabilities under which he is 
placed by the verdict in the recent action of Catch y, 
Shaen. We need only remind the reader that Mr, 
Shaen was shown to have acted from the purest motives, 
and recommend them to reperuse the Lord (Chief 
Justice’s summing-up in the case. The names of the 
committes, &c., will be found in our advertisement 
columns. 





WE UNDERSTAND that the contract for laying the- 
foundations of the New Law Courts was signed this week 
with the Messrs. Dove, who tendered the lowest estimate.. 
Labourers, we are rejoiced to observe, are already at 
work, 


THE MAYOR’S COURT AGAIN. 

The Mayor’s Court of the City of London is one of the 
most important among those inferior and local courts 
which, after all the reforms of our judicial system, still: 
survive in many towns of England. It is a court of 
great antiquity; amid the delays and expense of the 
superior courts it has been found to supply a want; and,. 
being generally presided over by competent judges— 
sometimes, as in the case of the present Recorder, by 
judges of the highest qualifications—it has in most re- 
spects given satisfaction to the public. But unhappily 
it has had one fault—ambition. Among its officers there 
have been, we fear, some of those “ bad instruments ” of 
whom Lord Bacon speaks, “ that engage courts in quarrels. 
of jurisdiction, and are not truly amici curia, but parasiti 
curi@, in puffing a Court up beyond her bounds.” The- 
ordinary jurisdiction of the Court for the recovery of 
claims by the usual processes of law was purely local;: 
that is to say, limited to claims arising within the City of 
About this there never was and never could be 


They had to seek a field: 


peculiar power belonging to the Mayor’s Court, known as- 
“ foreign attachment,” 

Most courts now possess the power of attaching debts.. 
In the superior courts of law, by statutory enactment, if 
a creditor recovers judgment against his debtor and finds 
that some one else owes money to that debtor, he may 
attach this debt, that is to say, have it appropriated to 
the satisfaction of his judgment. The Mayor’s Court has 
from time immemorial enjoyed a power somewhat similar’ 
to this, but more extensive in one respect, namely, that 
in that court a creditor need not wait till he has re- 
covered judgment against his own debtor, but after 
merely commencing proceedings in a certain form may. 
attach a debt in the hands of athird person. Such third 
person, the garnishee, has no right to dispute: the 
originat defendant’s liability to the plaintiff; but, unless 
he can deny his own debt to the defendant, must pay 
the plaintiff his alleged debt, the plaintiff being merely 
placed under security to pay over the amount to the de- 
fendant should he, within a year and a day, cume in and 
disprove the debt. This power of foreign attachment is. 
at best a somewhat dangerous one, but still, if properly 
exercised, one not intolerable. The officials of the Mayor’s 
Court, however, found means to make it intolerable, and. 
ved discovered in it an opening for their ambitious de- 
signs. . . , , 

Any person who heard for the first time of such 
a power as this of foreign attachment, would at once 


Ess 
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anticipate that it must be subject to two restrictions. 
In the first place, this power being something in the 
nature of an execution for, or mode of levying, the debt 
of the original defendant, any person of common sense 
would suppose that it could be made available only where 
an action for this debt was properly commenced; in other 
words, where the defendant was a person and his debt a 
debt within the local jurisdiction of the Court. In 
the second place, common sense would suggest that the 
garnishee must be a person amenable to the ordinary 
jurisdiction of the Court, and his debt a debt recoverable 
in the court. But these restrictions the officials of the 
Mayor’s Court would not stand. They discovered a 
notable custom by which, in this court, a plaintiff could 
attach a debt in the hands of a third person, the garnishee, 
though the defendant was not within the jurisdiction, and 
his debt to the plaintiff could not be recovered in the court; 
and another notable custom by which the debt of 
the garnishee might be attached, though the garnishee 
was not a person amenable to the ordinary jurisdiction of 
the court nor his debt one recoverable in the court, pro- 
vided only he was found within the jurisdiction, and 
the attachment served upon him there; and if he 
were found there a second time, execution might 
be levied upon him. By this custom, if A. had a claim 
against B., and C. owed money to B., though A., B., and 
C. all resided and carried on business out of the city—it 
“ might be at the other side of the globe—though A.’s 
claim against B., and C.’s debt to B. both accrued out 
of the city—it might be also at the other side of the 
globe—yet if C. happened to pass through London—say 
driving in a cab from Waterloo to Cannon-street station— 
he might be served with an attachment; and the next 
time he passed through the City he might be served with 
another document, called a scire facias, and thereupon, 
without anything more, judgment might be signed 
against him and execution levied at the suitof A. Year 
after year this custom was asserted with increasing con- 
fidence, and acted upon with increasing boldness. Great 
injustice was perpetrated ; the scandal was monstrous ; 
but the work went on till, at last, in a particularly 
gross case, the garnishees, Messrs. Cox, the army agents, 
brought the matter before the Court of Exchequer, by 
applying for a prohibition. That Court had no hesita- 
tion about this custom. Pollock, C.B., in delivering the 
judgment of the Court, said—“ It seems unnecessary to 
do more than state this custom to show its invalidity. 
It seems to violate every principle of justice, and every 
rational rule of jurisprudence and procedure” (Coz v. 
Mayor of London, 10 W. R. 964). The Exchequer Chamber 
unanimously affirmed this decision (11 W. R. 969). 
_ It might have been expected that the officials would have 
bowed to these judgments. But nota bit of it. They 
snapped their fingers at the Courts of Exchequer and 
Exchequer Chamber, and went on issuing illegal attach- 
ments as merrily asever. Atlast Cow v. Mayor of London 
teached the House of Lords, There Mr. Justice Willes, 
on behalf of the judges, in a very elaborate opinion, 
pointed out the extreme absurdity of the alleged custom, 
Of the two Law Lords present, Lord Cranworth agreed, 
with Chief Baron Pollock, that “it is unnecessary to do 
more than state the custom in order to show its in- 
validity.” Lord Westbury said: ‘I have long felt, cer- 
tainly for the last twenty years, that attempts have been 
made silently to extend the jurisdiction of the City of 
London Court beyond its proper and just limits. There 
is no pretence for doing 80” (Cox v. Mayor of Lundon, 
16 W. R. 44). 
Lord Westbury said, in the same case: “I am happy 
_ to say that this judgment will have the effect of reducing 
its jurisdiction within its proper and just bounds,” In- 
nocent man! He little knew the irrepressible Mayor's 
Court officials. From that day to this they have gone 
On issuing illegal attachments, violating the law, and 
treating with contempt the repeated’ and severe rebukes 
of the judges of the superior courts. 
But the last move of these gentlemenis the boldest of all. 





A bill has been prepared, and printed, and is, we believe, 
intended to be introduced into Parliament this session, 
“for transferring the jurisdiction of the Hustings Court 
of London to the Mayor’s Court of the City of London; 
for amending the Mayor’s Court of London Procedure 
Act, 1857, and for declaring and extending the jurisdic- 
tion of the Mayor’s Court.” The cool proposals embodied 
in this draft are far too numerous for us to examine one- 
half of them. A few must suffice. 

As to foreign attachment, this bill proposes to enact as 
law that which the House of Lords decided to be unjust 
and unreasonable, and to enact it in an aggravated form. 
That House held that an attachment could not be good 
unless both defendant and garnishee resided or carried on 
business in the City, and the debts of both were debts re- 
coverable in the Mayor’s Court. It is now proposed that 
any person found within the jurisdiction, and there served 
with process, shall be liable as garnishee, and that the 
attachment shall be none the worse, though neither 
plaintiff nor defendant reside or carry on business within 
the jurisdiction, and the defendant’s debt was not con- 
tracted there. But this is not all. In the supposed 
custom so long asserted, there was at least one rag of 
decency left. The garnishee had to be served with 
process twice within the jurisdiction, once with the attach- 
ment, and once with the scire facias. And, therefore, a 
prudent man who had been served once, might at least 
avoid his enemies by keeping clear of the City of London 
for the future. But it is now proposed that if the 
attachment have been served within the jurisdiction, the 
scire facias may be served anywhere. 

The custom being thus (in the hopes of the officials) 
made more monstrous than ever, they would next go on 
to extend enormously the local limits over which it 
could be enforced. They propose to give the Mayor’s 
Court jurisdiction for this purpose over the whole of the 
metropolitan county court districts, that is to say, the 
whole of the metropolis and its suburbs. 

But, further, the only serious control over this court, 
hitherto has been the risk of'a writ of prohibition from 
a superior court to restrain its proceedings. And the 
authors of the bill of which we are speaking propose to 


enact that, for the future, no prohibition shall issue from a 
superior court in case of any excess of jurisdiction, but 
that the objection shall only be raised in the Mayor’s 


Court itself. One of the points expressly described in 
Cox v. Mayor of London was that a garnishee way, under 
the present law, obtain a prohibition in a superior coart 
to restrain any excess of jurisdiction on the part of the 
Mayor’s Court. For this reason it became necessary 
(from the point of view of the officials) to prevent such 
interference for the future. 

Foreign attachment, however, is by no means the only 
subject treated of in the draft bill of which we are speak- 
ing. Its proposals with respect to the ordinary jurisdic- 
tion of the Court are not a whit less bold. It is proposed 
to empower the Court of Common Council to appoint as 
many judges to the court as they please; that any num- 
ber of courts may sit at once; that the judges may sit in 
banco to the number of three, and that in such case 
their decisions shall be exempt from appeal except to the 
Exchequer Chamber; and that the Court shall have juris- 
diction over all debts or demands exceeding £50 accruing 
within the Metropolitan County Court districts. It is 
further proposed that, if so authorised by the judge or 
with the consent of the parties, the Registrar may exercise 
the whole jurisdiction of the Court. We may, very likely, 
be mistaken, and our supposition may even seem to some 
ill-natured; but we cannot help suspecting that this 
proposition affords a clue to the authorship of the re- 
markable bill. 

We cannot afford space to examine the rest of the con- 
tents of this bill, though many other of its proposals would 
well repay examination, as, for instance, those in which 
it is sought to repeal the Debtors Act in the case of the 
Mayor’s Court. The proposals, of which we have given 
an outline, are, we think, sufficient. The substance of 
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them is shortly this:—To supersede, in the whole 
Metropolitan district, the Queen’s Court and the 
Queen’s judges, by judges appointed by the Common 
Council of London, and a Court which is a mere pecu- 
niary speculation of the Corporation of London; and to 
legalise in an aggravated form, over an extended area, 
and with a practical immunity from all external control, 
a custom which the highest judicial authorities have 
pronounced to be unreasonable, mischievous, and repug- 
nant to every principle of justice. 

For sheer impudence this proposal is, we think, un- 
surpassed. We have no real fear that it can pass the 
Legislature. But we have a painful recollection that 
some very strange measures have got to be law, through 
the inadvertence of those who have had both the will 
and the power to oppose them, and a mixture of perti- 
nacity and astuteness on the part of their supporters. 
For this reason we desire, at the earliest possible moment, 
to call the attention of both branches of the profession, and 
especially of the various law societies, to this last move 
of the Maycr’s Court officials. 





FRAUDULENT PREFERENCES IN BANKRUPTCY. 
No. I. 

The doctrines and decisions referred to in, onr pre~ 
vious article are material to the application of the new 
Act; it remains to be seen by experience how ‘far such 
questions as those touched upon are either settled or 
got rid of by its provisions. Three clauses in $he Act 
have a bearing upon them. The first is sub-seggion 1 of 
section 6, which expressly makes any assignmest of his 


property by a debtor to a trustee for the benefitiof credi- 
tors generally an act of bankruptcy. This provision, 
adopting one of the conclusions reached by means of the 
construction put on the words “ fraudulent ” conveyance, 
&c., in the earlier Acts, but enacting the result in dis- 
tinct specific terms, renders that construction.of similar 


words in the new Act so far unnecessary. 

Next, under the 92nd section, every comveyance or 
transfer of property, &c., by any person unable to pay his 
debts as they become due from his own moneys, in favour 
of any creditor, or any person in trust for any éreditor, with 
a view of giving such creditor a preference over the other 
creditors, is,on the debtor's becoming bankrupt within 
three months, to be “deemed fraudulent and void as against 
the trustee of the bankrupt under the Act.” This section, 
which seems intended to embrace every case of fraudulent 
preference, limits its annulling operation to transactions 
which tuke place within three months of the bankruptcy. 
It does not, however, expressly say that such acts shall 
uot be avoided if they were done beyond the three 
months, and, as the doctrine as to fraudulent preference 
was not founded on any particular statutory provision, 
but on the policy of the bankrupt law in general, which, 
so far as the matter of equal distribution is concerned, is 
the same now as under the earlier Acts, the repeal of the 
earlier Acts would not of itself affect this doctrine as pre- 
viously established. But it certainly seems intended by 
this section to codify the law on the subject of fraudulent 
preference as i from fraudulent transactions 
which are acts of bankruptcy. 

Assuming this, the question still arises whether the 
words, “ with a view, &c.,” are, like the words in 13 Eliz. 
c. 5, to be extensively interpreted as referring not strictly 
to the view actually entertained, but to the view which 
au ordinary intelligence duly exercised would take of the 
necessary consequences of the act. Since, however, the 
coarse of recent decisions has been decisively to make 
the presence of an actual intention to prefer essential to 
fraudulent preference, it might be expected that this 
section, which is introduced apparently for the purpose 
of giving that branch of bankruptcy law a statutory 
form (like section 2, sub-section 1), would be construed 
in analogy to that doctrine rather than in analogy to 
vie wtatate of 13 Eliz. c. 5; and this is the effect of the 
recent decision of Ex parte Tempest, 19 W. BR. 187, L. R.. 
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6 Ch. 70, in which the Lords Justices laid down that the 
statute made no alteration in the law as to what constitutes 
a fraudulent preference, the Lord Justice James saying, 
“In order to constitute a fraudulent preference the aot 
must be the spontaneous act of the debtor, not bond Jide 
originating in a demand or some other step of the cre. 
ditor.” 

Thirdly, the 2nd sub-section of section 6 makes every 
“ fraudulent conveyance, gift, delivery or transfer of his. 
property, or of any part thereof,” by the debtor, an act 
If bankruptcy. Here we are again met by the question, 
in what sense is “fraudulent ” to be taken? Is it to 
be taken, as in the earlier Acts, as applicable to 
all acts which will have the necessary consequence of 
delaying and defeating creditors, or is it to be limited 
to such only as are fraudulent in actual design? Now 
here the fact that sub-section I of section 6,. gives a 
statutory form to a doctrine founded upon an. extensive 
construction of the word “fraudulent” in the earlier 
Acts, affords some reason for thinking that it was in- 
tended to dispense with such extensive construction in 
sub-section 2. Again, if section 92 is read’ in the way 
suggested, and the acts thus enumerated are not to be 
deemed fraudulent unlessdone within three months, then it 
would seem they cannot be fraudulent, so as to be acts 
of bankruptcy under section 6, unless done within the 
same period. If these views prevail, two consquences 
will follow—first, that some acts which ‘have hitherto 
been held to be fraudulent in the sense of the bank- 
ruptcy statutes, and as such acts of bankruptcy, and in 
particular, an assignment on pressure, by the debtor, 
of his whole estate to one creditor, will be. go no longer, 
for want of the actual fraudulent intent; secondly, 
that acts within the 92nd section, though in their nature 
such thatthey would, by reason of tlie design of preference 
actually accompanying them, have been formerly held 
to be fraudulent, and would, doubtless, apart from: that 
section, be deemed to be actually fraudulent, and acts 
of bankruptcy under section 6, sub-section 2, will be 
only so “deemed” if done three months before bank- 
ruptcy, and therefore will not support an adjudication 
made beyond the three months, or be capable of forming 
the point to which the title of the trustees under such 
an adjudication can relate back, though bankruptey 
may, in respect of other acts of bankruptcy, be founded 
upon them at any time within six months, and may, 
under section 11, relate back to them, if done at any 
time within twelve months of the adjudication. 

Practically this would limit the operation of sub-sec- 
tion 2 to acts void under the statute of Elizabeth done 
within six months, and to acts of fraudulent preference 
done within three months of the bankruptcy; and would, 
by reason of this limit of time, take away the whole 
value of the doctrine of fraudulent preference as dis- 
tinguished from fraudulent preference treated as an act 
of bankruptcy, since such an act can never be treated 
as void except where it can also be treated as an act of 
bankruptcy. For the reason last mentioned, also, the 
fact that the 92nd section declares that acts of fraudu- 
lent preference shall be deemed “ void,” will have 10 
enlarging effect except in the case of a bankruptcy 
founded on the debtor’s declaration of insolvency, since 
in every other case they can be treated as void, and not 
voidable merely, as being acts of bankruptey done withia 
six months; nor will it even in the excepted case have 
any enlarging operation, if the general words of section 
11 should be held to do away with the distinction as to 
relation between adjudications obtained by creditors and 
those obtained by the debtor, except in so far as section 
92, is more comprehensive than sub-section 2 of sec- 
tion 6, 

It has been. hitherto assumed that the words of section 
92, If the person making, takiog, paying, or suffering 
the same become bankrupt within three months,” are @ 
be read in their natural sense. If, however, by the force 
of section 11, which makes the bankruptey relate back 
to the first act of bankruptcy committed within twelve 
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months of adjudication, the words become bankrupt are 
to be read as referring to the time of the commission of 
such first act of bankruptcy within twelve months, then 
section 92 would give a possible period of fifteen months 
within which a fraudulent preference would be deemed 
void. Such a construction would, however, be a violent 
one, and could scarcely have been the intention, because, 
dealing with the rights of third persons, it would fix 
such an extremely uncertain limit, 

If, however, the effect of sections 2 and 92 is such as 
has been suggested, it would seem much easier to have 
simply enacted in general terms that every act of fraudu- 
lent preference (a term the meaning of which is now 
pretty well settled) should be void (saving the rights of 
purchasers, &c.) if committed within three months of the 
person making it becoming bankrupt, but should not be 
void or voidable if done at any earlier time. 

The alterations in the form of the law which have 
been commented upon are so important, that the deci- 
sions of the Court upon their effect must be looked for 
with much curiosity. 








RECENT DECISIONS. 


EQUITY. 
FULLY-PAID AND PART-PAID SHARES—ADJUSTMENT IN 
WINDING-UP. 


_ Re Hodge’s Distillery Company, Ex parte Maude, L.J., 


19 W. R. 113. 

It was decided in this case that the losses of the com- 
pany ought to be borne by the shareholders in proportion 
to the capital originally subscribed by each of them, and 
tot in proportion to the capital paid up by each of them 
at the date of the winding-up. This is an important 


' decision, as it applies, in the abeence of special circum- 


stances, to every company in liquidation where all the 
shareholdera have not paid alike on their respective 


, Shares. It wili, therefore, in most cases, be necessary, in 


order to adjust the rights of the contributories amongst 
themselves, previous to the dissolution of the company, to 
make a call for the purpose of equalising the payments 
of those who have paid the less amounts on their shares 
with the payments of those who have paid the greater 


‘amount. This will have to be done where there are 


shares either fully paid up, or agreed to be considered as 
fully paid up; and in such a case the partly paid up 
shares will have to be paid up in full, and the fund thus 
produced will be distributed among all the shareholders 
pro rata, as. was done in Re Anglesea Colliery Company 
(14 W. R.:708, 1004). 

’ » This, then, is the true construction of section 133 of 
the Companies Act, 1862. It was contended that inas- 
much as by the articles of association dividends were to be 
paid to the shareholders in proportion to the amount 
paid up on their respective shares, the losses ought to be 
borne by them in the same manner. This feature was 
wanting in Re Anglesea Colliery Company. But the 
Court refused to draw the above inference, and decided 


. that the losses ought to be divided amongst the share 


tholders, in proportion to the amount of capital sub- 


scribed by each of them. The decision will govern a’ 


multitude of cases. 
FORECLOSURE SUIT—SALE WITHOUT CONTROL OF THE 
Court. 
Relph v. Horton, M.R., 19 W. R. 220. 

In this case the plaintiff, who was a mortgagee of real 
estate, had filed a bill, nominally for foreclosure, but really 
to establish his priority over the defendant, who was 
another mortgagee of the same property. Both the 
plaintiff and defendant were sui juris, and, owing to the 
disclaimer or conveyance! of the mortgagor or his repre- 
sefitatives, there appear to have been no other necessary 


' parties to the suit, Practically, the best thing for both 
‘the plaintiff and defendant was, no doubt, to sell the 


“'ptoperty as soon as possible; and as they were capable, 





by concurring, of making a title to a purchaser, they 
took measures for doing this without waiting for the 
hearing. Here, however, they seem to have been advised 
that, owing to the institution of thesuit, they could not carry 
out the sale without the leave of the Court. They therefore 
applied to the Court, and asked for leave to carry out the 
sale independently of the control of the Court, the whole 
proceedings being conduted as if no suit were instituted, 
and the purchase-money being paid into their joint 
names, in one of the banks in the town in which they 
lived. The Court granted the material parts of this 
application, only departing from the terms of the request 
in ordering the purchase-money to be paid into court. 
This is a useful litte decision, and the practice which it 
sanctions appears to be new, or at any rate not generally 
known. The case shows that when the parties can make a 
title to the property, subject to a suit, independently of 
the decree of. the Court, the Court will allow them to do 
so, both before the hearing and without the proceedings 
being conducted under its control. On the former point 
the Court has, by the 55th section of the 15 & 16 Vict. c. 
86, a general power of directing a sale upon an inter- 
locutory application, but this has been held not to apply 
to the case of a foreclosure suit ( Wayn v. Lewis, 1 Drew. 
487). The present decision, therefore, to some extent, 
supplies this deficiency. The allowance of the sale with- 
out. the control of the Court is also a good practical 
measure ; it no doubt deprives the parties of a certain 
amount of protection, but it also saves them from some 
expense; and if they are sui juris, and willing to run 
such risk as this involves, it is certainly reasonable that 
they should be allowed to do so. 





COMMON LAW. 
PusBLic; HEALTH AcT, 1848, s. 69—RECOVERY OF 
EXPENSES FROM OWNERS. 

Jarrow Local Board v. Kennedy, Q.B., 19 W. R. 275. 

By the Public Health Act, 1848, s. 69, if any street 
not being a highway (i.e.,a highway repairable by the 
inhabitants at large, 15 & 16 Vict.c. 42,s. 13), is not 
sewered, &c., to the’ satisfaction of the local board, they 
may, by written notice, require the adjoining owners to 
do the necessary works within a time to be specified by 
the notice, and if within that time the required works 
are not done, they may themselves execute them, and 
récover the expenses from the owners; and by the Local 
Government Act, 1858; s. 63, when an apportionment 
of the expenses among the different owners has been 
made by the surveyor, “such apportionment shall be 
binding and condlusive upon such owners,” unless within 
three months of “notice being given by the local board, 
or their surveyor, of the amount of the proportion so 
settled by the said surveyor to be due from such owner, 
he shall by written notice dispute the same.” In the 
present case, the local board, acting under the first- 
mentioned section, had done the required works; the 
apportionment had been made by the surveyor; and the 
respondent had not, within three months, challenged the 
amount. On an information by the board against the respon- 
dent to recover the amount, the respondent disputed his 
liability; first, on the d that the street in question 
was a highway (in which case the board must have done 
the works, and paid for them out of the rates under section 
68); secondly, on the ground that no notice had been given 
as required by section 69. The appellants failed to prove 
the giving of any notice; and the Court of Queen’s 
Bench (Lush and Hannen, JJ.), approving the decision 
of the justices who dismissed the information, held that 
the notice was a condition precedent to the power of the 
board to do the works, and that they therefore could not 
recover the expenses. They further said, in this also 
conourring with the magistrates, that the respondent 
could not, at this stage of the proceedings, raise the qués- 
tion of highway or no highway, The first point seems 
very clear, both on the construction of the Act and in 
common faitness; for, in the absence of a notice, the 
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owners never have that opportunity of doing the works 
themselves which it is clearly contemplated by the Act 
they shall have. 

What was saidon the second point was not a decision, but 
having been said from the bench it merits attention and 
an examination of its grounds, and it is to be wished these 
grounds had been stated. It seems plain that the 63rd 
section of the Act of 1858 has nothing to do with either 
point, although it was relied on by the appellants. That 
section relates only to the question of apportionment; ac- 
quiescence for three months is to preclude all further ques- 
tion as to amount, but the section has nothing to do with 
the title under which the amount is claimed; it is like the 
assessment of compensation by a jury, which still leaves 
the question open whether compensation can be claimed 
at all. The Court, moreover, held that this was so, by 
allowing the owner to challenge the authority of the 
board to do the works. But the board had just as little 
authority to recover the money if the works were not, in 
fact, within the section, as they had to do the works 
and then recover the money, if they had not complied 
with the conditions prescribed by it. If the street was 
a highway, then the section did not apply; the works 
may have been justified by section 68, under which notice 
to the owners is unnecessary, because the owners have 
nothing to do with the matter; but, the circumstances 
rendering the application of section 69 wholly impossible, 
how could the board recover their expenses under it? To 
shut out the owner from raising this question, it seems 
that some personal disability must be fixed upon him. 
If, as in this case, he had reeeived no notice, it is hard 
to see hewnce any such disability could arise. But, if 
we take the bench to have spoken with reference to a 
case where notice had been given, then it may be 
imagined that the owner, who has lain by after notice 
for the whole period of the doing of the works, the 
apportionment of the expenses, and the subsequent three 
months, without protesting against his being required 
to do the works at all, is taken to be estopped from 
afterwards alleging that, by reason of the circumstances 
not being what he has allowed them to be supposed, he 
is not liable. But how are the local board really affected 
by his doing so? Ifthe works were necessary, and if, 
as is supposed to be the fact, the street is a highway, the 
board were bound to do them, and to do them at the 
public expense. They can now charge them to the public; 
and why should they not? Hf, indeed, there were no 
power to make a retrospective rate, a hardship might 
arise from the board, being deceived into undertaking a 
work they had no means to pay. for;. but, with the power 
given by section 89 of the Act of 1848, this difficulty 
need not arise. It is difficult, therefore, to see what 
prejudice they suffer, or why the owner should be estopped 
from insisting on his legal rights. 


REMITTING CAsE TO County Court. 
Service v. Kennedy, Ex, (Ir.), 19 W.R. 287. 

The 5thsection of 33 & 34 Vict. c. 109 (the Irish Common 
Law Procedure Amendment Act, 1870), is similar in its 
terms to section 10 of the County Courts Act, 1869 (30 
& 31 Vict. c, 142); the Superior Court in which an action 
of contract is brought for a sum not exceeding, in Eng- 
Jand £50, in Ireland £40, may remit the case for trial, 
in England. to a county court, in Ireland to a Civil Bill 
Court. It may be useful, therefore, to notice, for use in 
England, the above decision under the 5th section of the 
Irish Act, The plaintiff resided in Australia, the defen- 
dant in Waterford ; the plaintiff having sued the defen- 
dant in the Irish Exchequer, the defendant moved the 
Court to remit the cause to the Civil Bill Court of his 
country. For the plaintiff, on the contrary, it was alleged 
that he was a necessary witness, and that, as the Civil 
Bill Court had no power to issue a commission for taking 
evidence in Australia, he mast himself cume over to Ire- 
Jand, for which he would, in the Civil Bill Court, be 
allowed only the sum of £5. 





It must be remembered: 


that when a cause is once seut down under section 10 of 
the English Act, it is wholly out of the court in which it 
was originally brought, and that Court has,. therefore, no 
more jurisdiction in the matter, not even so far as to tax 
the costs incurred previously to the order sending it down, 
as was recently laid down in Moody v. Stewart (L. R. 6 
Ex. 35), a decision which would equally apply to the 
words used in section 5 of the Irish Act. Applying, 
then, the decision in Service v. Kennedy, not with refer- 
ence to the reasons of the judgment, for none are given, 
but with reference to the facts of the case, we may infer 
that where either the necessary costs of witnesses will 
be on ascale exceeding what the County Court can give, 
or where something will,.in the course of the cause, need 
to be done which cannot be done by the County Court, 
there will be good ground for refusing the order, or, in 
the latter case, for at least postponing it until the power 
of the Superior Court has effected that which is requisite, 








REVIEWS. 


Biographia Juridica. A Biographical Dictionary of the 
Judges of Eiugland from the Conquest to the Present Time 
(1066—1870). By Epwarp Foss, F.S.A., of the Inner 
Temple. London: Murray. 

Mr. Foss had. already published two well-known books 
on the same subject as this. The ‘“ Judges of England,” 
in nine volumes, is what its title denotes, a biographical 
series, including all the judges from the Conquest downwards, 
The Tabule Guriales is a useful little volume, in which the- 
reader can find, at a moment’s notice, what individual filled 
any particular office in any particular year. In the present 
volume, the Lives of the Judges from the Conquest down- 
wards are abridged from the “Judges of England,” and 
arranged alphabetically, so as to form a complete dictionary 
of juiicial biography. An odd effect is Fag ee by the 
alphabetical'arrangement. Where, as in Mr, Foss’s larger 
work, or in Iiord Campbell’s Lives of the Chancellors and 
Chief Justices, the arrangement is chronological, we descend 
gradually and gently from the old days to the new—whereis. 
the alphabetical arrangement gives us modern Lord Chan- 
cellors cheek by jowl with reverend prelates or mailed 
barons who pressed the Woolsack in the middle ages. Mr. 
Justice Brett stands between Orlando Bridgman. the Lord 
Keeper whom Clarendon succeeded, and one William le 
Breton, an itinerant justice under Henry III.; Vice-Chan- 
cellor James follows John de Insula, a justices of assize under 
Edward II., and Vice-Chancellor Kindersley has on either 
hand of him Lord Chancellor King and one William de Kil- 
kenny a Bishop of Ely who held the Great Seal under Henry 
III. On turning over the pages of this dictionary, we 
find hosts of judges—prominent and notable men, too, in 
their days—of whom not one person in ten thousand 
could ever remember to have heard before. A few of 
the older judges have to be disposed of in a very few 
lines, aftar the fashion of Roger de Kaune (Calne) of 
whom nothing is known further than that he was a 
itinerant justice in Wiltshire in 1225, and appointed 
about the same time to take assizes of last presentation 
in the same county. It is surprising, however, how 
much Mr. Foss, who was an accurate as well a 
laborious antiquarian, and no mere Dryasdust, has 

to discover about most of these old worthies. 


In cases he follows the excellent use of giving 
references to authorities. We were a little surprised on 


looking on. the ay a of Thomas Cromwell (the 


malleus monachorum) to the question eoncerning his 
relationship to Oliver Cromwell, a/ias Williams, the Pro 
tector, answered very summarily in a very few lines. We 
do not at all mean to say that the view adopted by Mr. Foss 
is not as good as any other, but the point is one which has 
been very much debated among antiquarians. The lives of 
the better known among the oeoupants of the bench are told 
shortly, of course, but pleasantly as well as tersely. Each 
life is a very good reswmé, and the small amount of space on- 
grossed by a great number of obscure judges enables Mr. 
Foss to bestow a few columns or a few pages a-piece of 
judges who, like Waynflete, Wykeliam, Bacon, Coke, 
Builstrode Whitelocke, ‘Thurlow, Kenyon, Cottenham, 
Hatherley,. &c., &c., are better known to modern fame. 
The idea of bringing together these lives in one dictionary 
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evolume was a happy one, and we recommend the book to 
lawyers and antiquarians, 

e author abstains from giving any estimate of the 
merits of judges now living, but in the case of the present 
‘Lord Chief Justice, nearly a column is occupied by an 
extract from a laudatory speech made in his honour 
at a dinner of the United Law Clerks’ Society in 1863 ; 
it was a pity, we think, to incorporate matters of this 
kind. Among judges of our own day justice is hardly 
-done to the late Sir William Hayes. After pointing out 
that this lamented judge was indebted for his elevation 
solely to his own merits and his well-earned reputation as 
a sound and able lawyer, Mr. Foss proceeds ‘to describe 
his well-known humorous powers. But such phrases as 
‘6a jovial power of enlivening his companions,” “a man 
of ‘infinite jest,’’”’ ‘“ Witty pleasantries and whimsical 

jeces,’ do not convey a fair impression of what ir 
William Hayes was. He was as far from being one of 
those ‘comic men” who “always keep the table in a 
roar’ as he was from being acynic. ‘If ever there was a 
subtle and refined as well as kind and genial humour, 
it was that of Sir W. Hayes. Apropos of Sir W. B. Brett 
and the late Lord Justice Selwyn, it might have been added 
that these two judges had in their University days rowed 
ther inthe same Cambridge University crew at Henley. 
‘We observe that the Deans of Arches are not included in 
the volume, and certainly the line must be drawn some- 
~where ; if the Arches Court had been included, why not the 
old Court of Wards, and so on ? 


The reader who peruses our obituary column knows that | 


Mr. Foss died at the age of eighty-three, shortly before 
the issue of this volume. Ele was a solicitor, and the son of 
a solicitor ; and though in 1822 he entered himself at the 


to practice in it until 1840, when he retired from business. 
We ought to add that the Biographical Dictionary is 

prefaced by a brief but useful history of the courts of law 

and equity, and an interesting sketch of the author’s life. 








COURTS. 


COURTS OF BANKRUPTCY. 
LINCOLN’S-INN-FIELDS. 


(Before Mr. Registrar Sprine Rice, acting as Chief Judge. ) 


Feb. 4.—Re Sweet. 
Solicitor—Interference with—Accountant—Contempt of Court. 


This was a motion on the part of the debtor for an order 
to commit Clifton Browne, an accountant, for contempt of 
court, under these circumstances :— 

On the 9th of January, Alfred Sweet, a corn merchant, 
filed a petition for liquidation by arrangement, under the 
125th section of the Bankruptcy Act, .1869, and the general 
meeting of creditors was summoned to be held on the 6th 
inst. The notice of the meeting was-signed by Mr..J. B. 
Sorreil, as the solicitor for the debtor,.and was delivered to 
the registrar, with a list of the creditors, and a request that 
motice might be sent to the creditors. 

On the same day a receiver (Mr. Wintle, accountant) was 
appointed, and an interim injunction granted, restraining 
proceedings taken by some of the creditors. 

On the 16th January a motion was made to the Court 
that the interim injunction might be continued, and Mr. 
Sorrell was instructed by-seven of the creditors, representing 
— of £1,500 in value, being more than half the whole 
of the debts, to appear for them on the motion, and express 
their concurrence therein, whereupon an order was made 
eontinuing the injunction. 

‘On the 27th the attention of Mr. Sorrell was drawn to 
& circular forwarded to the creditors by Mr. Clifton 
Browne, in the following form :— 


“ Creditors’ Accountants 
and Valuers, 
Estates Investigated. 
Re Alfred Sweet. 
We shall attend the meeting on the 6th of February on 
f of several of the creditors; and as we have ascertained 
that the debtor has, within a short period of his stoppage, 
bought largely, a thorough investigation of his accounts 
submitted to the meeting will be necessary before accepting 
any offer, unless a very substantial one. 
ave conferred with some of the largest trade creditors, 


16, Moorgate-street, 
13th Jan., 1871. 





| municated with ; and they repudiated the i 





and also with Messrs. Hillearys & Tunstall, the solicitors 
concerned for the London and County Bank, and several 
other creditors. They have determined to support us. 

In order that the combination of. the trade creditors may 
not be interfered with, and to secure their keeping the estate 
in their hands, we request you to withhold your proxy from 
Mr. J. B. Sorrell, solicitor, who is concerned for the debtor. 

If you will kindly give us a call any time before the meet- 
ing there are one or two important questions we should like 
to discuss. 

Should you not be able to attend the meeting a form of 
proxy will be found on the other side, which, after having 
proved your debt, please fill in and forward to us. 

Yours, &e., 
Clifton Browne & Co., 
Public Accountants.” 


On the fly-leaf was the following form of proxy :— 


“ Proxy. 
The Bankruptcy Act, 1369. 
In the London Bankruptcy Court. 

In the matter of proceedings for liquidation by arrangement 
or composition with creditors instituted by Alfred Sweet, 
Corn Exchange, corn merchant. 

I, ——, of ——, do hereby appoint Mr. William Lewis 

Clifton Browne, of 16, Moorgate-street, in the City of Lon- 


| don, —— proxy in the matter revoking all proxies previously 


given. 
Witness (Creditor’s Signature).”’ 
It appeared that Messrs. Hillearys « Tunstall were com- 
ing of the cir- 
cular, It had never been submitted for their approval, and 


5 b € , they did not in any way sanction its publication. 
Inner Temple with the idea of going to the bar, he never | 
abandoned the other branch of the profession, but continued | 


With reference to the third paragraph of the circular, Mr. 
Sorrell in his affidavit said that he had not interfered in 


! any way with the combination of the trade, creditors, and 
| had not asked any one creditor for his proxy, nor had he 


taken any steps in the matter of the proceedings otherwise 


| than was consistent with his professional duty and in the 


interests of the general body of creditors. 
R. Grifiths, in support of the application.—The first 


' paragraph of the circular is incorrect; the second is true, 
| only so far as that Messrs. Hillearys & Tunstall are acting 
| for the London and jCounty Bank, but not that they have 
| determined to support Clifton Browne & Co. The third 


paragraph contains an unwarrantable reflection on the con- 
duct of the solicitor to the proceedings. 

Mr. Registrar Sprrxe Rice.—In what respect do you 
say that Mr. Browne has been guilty of a contempt of 
court ? 

Grifiths.—This is the case of an irresponsible person going 
about and interfering with the debtor’s estate, interfering, 
in fact, with the proceedings of the Court. 

Mr. Registrar Sprixe Rice.—Doubtless a very un- 
scrupulous method is sometimes adopted of obtaining 
proxies; and this is a very proper case to be brought to the 
notice of the Court, but at present I do not see in what way 
the Court can take action. 

Griffiths submitted that accountants had no right to in- 
troduce into their circulars slander and falsehood. 

Mr. Registrar Serine Rice.—If Clifton Browne & Co. 
had been solicitors or other officers of the court, I might 
have directed Mr. Aldridge to bring the matter before the 
Law Institution, but, as it is, I do not see how I can inter- 
fere. Ifthe circular contains scandalous matter, the parties 
have their remedy. 

Griffiths — Accountants, now-a-days, do the business of 
solicitors, and charge a great deal more. 

The subject then dropped. 


(Before Mr. Registrar Murray, as Chief Judge.) 
Feb, 8.—In re John Brewer. 
Foreclosure suit. 

Reed, applied ex parte, under a petition for liquidation, 
presented by the debtor named John Brewer, for an injunc- 
tion to restrain further proceedings under a foreclosure suit 
instituted by mortgagees in the Court of Chancery. He 
contended that the proceedings were vexatious, and that the 
65th and 72nd sections of the Act gave the Court of Bank- 
ruptcy ample jurisdiction to deal with the matters in litiga- 
tion. 

Mr. Registrar Murray doubted whether this Court had 
any power to interfere with the right of mo to com- 
mence a foreclosure suit in the Court of Chancery; the 
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trustees under the liquidation were necessary parties to the 
suit. He could not make any order ex parte, but notice 
should be given to the other side, and probably it would be 
convenient to obtain an appointment before the Chief Judge, 
as the question involved was one of some novelty and im- 
portance. 

The matter accordingly stood over. 





COUNTY COURTS. 
SouTHWARK, 
(Before Mr. Wurrmore, Q.C., Judge.) 
Jan. 26.— Handley v. The London and South Weetern 
Railway Company. 
Misdelivery— Wrongful conversion—Measure of damages. 

In this case the plaintiff was a mill-stone maker, carry- 
ing on business at Stepney, and the action (which had been 
remitted from a superior court) was brought to recover 
damages for the misdelivery of four millstones, entrusted 
to the defendants to carry to Wincanton to the order of the 
plaintiff. The facts were as follows:—The plaintiff in 
October, 1869, agreed to sell to a Mr. Harding the stones 
for a flour machine, which were to be sent to Wincanton, 
it being agreed at the time that it should be a ‘cash tran- 
saction.” A portion of the money was paid on account, and 
the goods were sent by the defendants’ railway to Win- 
canton, to await the plaintif’’s orders, the intention of the 
plaintiff being that the goods should not be delivered 
until the debt had been discharged. A further instalment 
of the debt owing was paid by the purchaser to the plaintiff, 
after the delivery of the goods to the carriers, The pur- 
chasers subsequently stopped payment, and the plaintiff at 
once communicated with the defendants, requesting that the 
stones might be kept in their possession. The company 
replied that the goods had been previously delivered by 
them to the purchaser's order. 

It was admitted that the plaintiff had not authorised the 
delivery of the goods to Harding, nor had Harding had 
authority to receive them. The defendants paid the sum of 
£2 into court, which they submitted was sufficient to satisfy 
the plaintiff’s claim. 

The question was whether the plaintiff, haviag received 
and accepted money from Harding since the delivery of the 
goods to the defendant company, did not in law entitle them 
to make the delivery to Harding’s order, and if not, what 
was the measure of damages ? 

_The above facts having been proved at the close of plain- 


8 case, 

Wood, for the defendants, stated he should give no 
evidence, but submitted that the plaintiff had not shown 
anything to entitle him to recover more than the £2 paid 
into court. No doubt there had been a misdelivery, and 
for that the company might be liable to nominal damages ; 
put the plaintiff had adopted that delivery by receiving pay- 
ments from Harding after that delivery had been made to 
him. The effect of these payments was to vest the property 
in the goods in Harding. Defendants, therefore, could not 
sue him, and hence were, by the plaintiff’s own act, left 
without a remedy against anyone if they were defeated in 
the present action. Plaintiff could recover the whole price 
from Harding, and ought to have sued him. 

George Lewis, for the plaintiff, urged that plaintiff could 
not have sued Harding, as he would thereby have adopted de- 
fendants’ wrong delivery. Moreover, Harding was a bankrupt 
before plaintiff knew of the misdelivery, and, by that time, 
any debt due from Harding was consequently gone. It 
was clear there had been a w: delivery, and he could not 
understand how defendants could admit this and yet say 
they were not liable for all the loss arising from their 
wrongful act. There had never been any adoption of the 
delivery, for plaintiff was Agneannt of it when he accepted 
the payments made by Harding. Nor had the property in 
the goods passed to Harding by payment of the instalments, 
since it was understood he was not to have the goods till 
the whole price was paid. Moreover, defendants could not 
set up a third person's title, for an agent cannot dispute his 
prineipal’s title—they could not step in hetween plaintiff 
and his vendee and say the goods were not plaintiff's after 
they had received them from him. If defendants were left 
without remedy that was the consequence of their own act. 
Even, however, if all these contentions failed, plaintiff was, 
on the evidence before the Court, entitled to judgment for 
the full value of the goods, For a delivery to a wrong per- 
20n was 4 conversion of the goods, and, on mere proof of a 





wrongful conversion, plaintiff was primd facic entitled to the 
whole value of the goods, and, although he had admitted he 
had not been injured to that extent, yet defendants had 
given no evidence to further reduce the amount of damage, 

Judgment deferred. . 

On the 4th inst. Mr. Wurrmone delivered the following 
judgment :—As the defendants have paid money into court 
there is no question other than that of damages. The value 
of the goods is the ordinary measure in such actions, but, 
taking the actual loss as the measure in this case, there is, 
I think, sufficient evidence to show that the unpaid pur. 
chase-money must be considered as a bad debt, and that its 
amount furnishes a true measure of the actual loss. The sum 
now claimed is, therefore, recoverable. 

Judgment for the plaintiff. 








APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Joseru Kexcu Aston, barrister-at-law, of Lincoln’s- 
inn, has been appointed treasurer and secretary to Queen 
Anne’s Bounty, which office was rendered vacant by the 
retirement of Mr. Christopher Hodgson, after nearly fifty 
years’ tenure of office. Mr. Aston was called to the bar at 
Lincoln’s-inn in June, 1855, and for several years past has 
been employed in the Bounty Office. It is said to have 
been mainly owing to his exertions that the important Hop 
Tithe case, Walsh v. Trimmer, was gained in 1867, b 
which upwards of £40,000 a-year was secured. Thoug 
the appointment of secretary to Queen Anne’s Bounty is in 
the att of the Crown, it has been conferred by the Prime 
Minister in this instance, as on previous occasions, in com- 
pliance with the recommendation of the governors. 


Mr. George Wiii1am Maxsrep, solicitor, of Lancaster 
(firm, Maxsted & Gibson), has been appointed by Sir James 
Watt, the new sheriff of Lancashire, to be his undersheriff 
during his year of office. Mr. Maxsted (who was certifi- 
cated in 1840) also held the office of undersheriff last year, 
during Mr. H. T. Rigge’s shrievalty. The business of the 
shrievalty will, as usual, be conducted at the office of 
Messrs. Wilson & Deacon, solicitors, of Preston, who will 
continue to act as undersheriffs for the country. 

Mr, Joun James, solicitor, and town clerk of Wrexham, 
in Denbighshire, has been appointed clerk to the school 
board of that borough, on a salary of £20 per annum. Mr. 
James was certificated in 1838. 








GENERAL CORRESPONDENCE. 


THe Juries Act, 1870—ARE WoMEN IN CITIES OR 
Borovcus LIABLE TO SERVE ON JURIES ? 


Sir,—The Jury Act of 1870 does not apply to cities and 
boroughs having aseparate Court of Quarter Sessions, and 
jurors in those places seem not to have been cared for by 
the Legislature for a long period, for we find by 6 Geo. 4, 
c. 50, s. 50, “the panels are to be prepared in the manner 
heretofore accustomed,” and there has not been any further 
provision for them sinee. It is difficult now to ascertain 
what the ancient accustomed manner was ; but the present 
practice is for the clerk of the peace to take a list of voters 
and select from it, in an irregular manner, any persons he 
chooses and happens to know are not disqualified from serving 
as jurors. It is not the practice to keep a jury book, nor is 
it the oa of any person to make a jury list, as in counties. 
No qualification, moreover, is anywhere defined for d or 
petty jurors, and it is entirely with the sheriff or clerk of the 
peace to determine what persons shall be summoned at 
assizes or quarter sessions on either jury. The consequence 
is that, in many places, some persons are summoned at 
nearly every assize or sessions, whilst others entirely escape ; 
and it is evident that it would not be a difficult matter for @ 
summoning officer to pack a jury on an important trial. It 
is marvellous that an objection has not been at some time 
made by counsel that the jury were not properly impan- 
elled, as the sheriff in a city, or the clerk of the pedce in a 
borough, has neither a jury book nor anything but a list of 
voters from which to impanel and summons the jury. 
Until the Municipal Corporations Act, 5 & 6 Wil. 4, c. 76, 
s. 121, these places seem to have been still worse provided 
for ; but, by that Act, every person being a “ burgess” of a 
borough (unless exempted by the before-mentioned Act of 
Geo, 4), is qualified and liable to serve on juries, The 
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ladies were not burgesses till August, 1869, and so were free 
from serving on juries ; but a statute was then passed (32 & 
93 Vict. c- 55, s. 11) by which ‘‘every person” of fnll age 
who has ong. ag a house, &c., for twelve months is made a 
so that the ladies, by the eonjoint operation of 
these Acts of Parliament, appear now to be qualified and 
liable to serve on juries. The subject ought to be taken up 
during the coming session, and ote should be made 
that jury lists and jury books should be prepared, settled, 
and kept in cities and boroughs, in the same manner as they 
are required to be prepared for counties by the County 
Juries Act, 1825, and the Amendment Act, 25 & 26 Vict. c. 
107; and the same regulations should be observed, with 
t to summoning juries, as is requisite by the J uries 

Act, 1870. x: X. 


FoRFEITURES FOR FEtony, &c. 

Sir,—Will you kindly inform me whether, under the Act 
of 4th July, 1870, the Crown has still the power to deal 
with the properties of convicted felons by way of confisca- 
tion or forfeiture, &c. Oke: 

In Mary Hali’s case, decided before Mr. Commissioner 
Kerr, about December last, he directed ‘‘ that the costs of 
the prosecution should he defrayed out of the money found 
in the prisoner’s possession, and that the Secretary of State 
be written to as to the disposal of the remainder.” 

Query—Whether, under certain circumstances, the Crown 
has discretionary power to appropriate the property of.a 
felon from and after the passing of the said Act, or does that 
Act absolutely bar their right, &c.? INQUIRENDO. 

London, Feb. 8. 








IRELAND. 


SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT SOCIETY. 

The inaugural dinner of this society was given in the 
dining hall of the King’s-inns, Henrietta-street, Dublin, on 
Monday evening, the Lord Chancellor presiding. Upwards 
of two hundred were present, amongst whom were Mr. Jus- 
tice Fitzgerald, Judge Harrison, Mr. Justice Keogh, Judge 
Warren, the Vice-Chancellor, Mr. Serjeant Armstrong, the 
Hon. D. Plunkett, Q.C.; also a large number of attorneys 
and solicitors, and of members of both the inner and outer 


bar. 

After the usual loyal toasts had been given, Sir Richard 
Orpen proposed “The Lord Chancellor of Ireland, and the 
test of the Bench of Ireland.” 

The VicE-CHANCELLOR, in responding, said he need not 
say how grateful his brethren and himself felt for the hearty 


way in which the last toast had just been received. There 
was no body of men in the country so capable of forming a 
just estimate of the way in which they discharged their 
duties as the assemblage that now filled that room. It was 
a proud thing for them to feel, from the way in which they 
hal accepted the toast, that they did give them their confi- 
dence. He believed nothing would tend so much to the due 
discharge of their solemn and onerous duties, as that they 
should mutually possess each other’s confidence. They had 
to thank them for heing recipients of their hospitality, and, 
above all, they rejoiced to have been invited to that inau- 
gural dinner for the promotion of a movement from which 
great advantages to their profession would flow. 

The Lory CHANCELLOR said he had now to give the toast 
of the evening—‘“ The Solicitors’ Benevolent Society, and 
might prosperity attend it.” He had not believed that an 
assemblage so brilliant and influential as he saw before him 
could have been gathered for the purpose. He came there, 
desiring for himself, as far as he could, to act in favour of 
that admirable object. He came there for the purpose of 
having that done in Ireland which had been done year after 
year in England, where the chief judges of the land attended 
on occasions agerao like that, for the purpose of advancing 
objects exactly the same as theirs. He believed their asso- 
ciation had not prospered hitherto, my od because it had 
not been sufficiently known. He came there that night also 
because he thought that the two branches of the great legal 
profession should stand in relations of amity and confidence 
towards one another ; because he thought that, as the head 
of one of those branches, he was in his proper place when he 
was there to promote that result. Those two branches, in 
his opinion, ought not to be amalgamated. It was best for 
the community that they should perform separate functions. 








The experiment had been tried in America, and had grossly 
failed ; and he hoped it would never be tried in Ireland or 
England. The Bar had its rewards, and if he spoke truth, 
he should say it had the lion’s share of the rewards. But it 
had also been truly said— 
“Honour and shame from no condition rise ; 
Act well your part, there all the honour lies.” 

The place of the solicitor was also honoured, responsible, 
and vitally important to society and the world. He was the 
man in whom was reposed the confidence of families ; who held 
the muniments in which the titles of families and property 
subsisted ; and who received and disbursed large sums of 
money without anything to protect his client, exeept his 
client's belief in his integrity. He was a man to whom the 
most delicate, secret, and important affairs of human life 
were trusted. His position was, therefore, a proud one, and 
the body to which he belonged had no reason to be jealous of 
any other. But, like other human associations, the body 
of the solicitors was liable to the vicissitudes of human life 
—more liable to them than the other branch of the legal 
profession. His lordship drew from the report of the 
society illustrations of the extent to which unforeseen mis- 
fortune, sickness, or old age, had reduced most respectable 
members of the profession. He would say that he did vot 
think their duty had been done in this matter heretofore. 
The society had been in existence seven or eight years. If 
the other branch of the profession had been called on, they 
would have most willingly contributed to its funds. And 
it was a striking fact that, although there were 1,200 solici- 
tors in the kingdom, there were only 217 who had as yet 
contributed anything to the society. That was not credi- 
table ; but he confidently hoped that what had been done 
that night would change all that, and that after the pub- 
licity which the society had now received there would not 
be a member of the profession in Ireland who would delay 
a week in joining it. 

Mr. Bartow, Vice-president of the Seciety of Attorneys 
and Solicitors, proposed ‘‘The Bar of Ireland.’ 

The ATTORN#Y-GENERAL, in responding, said he had al- 
jon expressed the idea that while the members of the bar 
and the attorneys and solicitors should maintain towards 
each other an attitude of complete, perfect, and manly inde- 
pendence, there should, at the same time, exist between the 
two professions—or, more correctly to express his own view, 
the two branches of the same profession—relations of general 
intercourse and of frank and disinterested friendship. He 
was himself the son of an attorney ; he was the brother of an 
attorney ; he was the brother-in-law of two attorneys ; and 
he had a son who had announced his intention of becoming 
an apprentice to the deputy chairman of the Attorneys’ 
Society. Under those circumstances it was not too much for 
him to claim the merit of sincerity when he expressed his 
gratification at being there, and his interest in the prosperity 
of the association. It was impossible to look round the room 
without being satisfied that the time fur doubt and misgiving 
and fear had d away, and that the future career of the 
association would be a brilliant success. 

Serjeant ARMSTRONG proposed “ The Health of the Attor- 
neys and Solicitors of Ireland.” 

Mr. Rocue responded. 

Sir RIcHARD ORPEN proposed ‘‘The Health of the Lord 
Chancellor. 

The Lorp CHANCELLOR, in replying, remarked that he 
had now—first, during his practice at the bar, then at Kil- 
mainham, then inthe Court of Common Pleas, aud tinally 
in the Court of Chancery—had a long experience of the 
manner in which attorneys performed their onerous duties, 
and with but few—very few—exceptions he had reason al- 
ways to approve of the great zeal, ability, and energy which 
they displayed in the interest of their clients. 

The proceedings shortly afterwards terminated. 








OBITUARY. 


MR. E. A. WILDE. 

The death of Mr. Edmund Archer Wilde, the oldest solicitor 
on the roll, and the father of Lord Penzance, calls for more 
than a passing notice in our columns. He was the last of his 
generation in a very singularly distinguished family ; brother 
of Lord Chancellor Truro ; father of Lord Penzance, the 
present judge of the Court of Probate and Divorce, brother 
also of the late Sir John Wilde, who was Chief Justice of 
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the Cape of Good Hope for so many years. Mr. 
Edward Archer Wilde, who died at Brighton on the Ist of 
the present month, in the eighty-fourth year of his age, 
was the youngest of the three sons of Mr. Thomas Wilde, 
solicitor, of Saffron Walden, and afterwards of Warwick- 
square, London. The eldest brother, John Wilde, went to 
Trinity College, Cambridge, took his degree there and dis- 
tinguished himself in the old daysof volunteering, by raising, 
under himself as colonel, a remarkably fine regiment. On 
the dissolution of the corps, soon after Bonaparte had 
been sent to St. Helena, John Wilde was presented 
with the colours. He next turned his attention to the 
law, resisting invitation to the profession of arms which his 
success as a volunteer colonel elicited from the powers 
that were. He subsequently accepted a mission to 
New South Wales, as Lord Chief Justice, to establish 

. a system of law courts there, and acquitted himself 
of this important task to the satisfaction alike of the 
Government and the colonists. So well was he considered 
to have done his work, that he was asked to perform the 
same task at the Cape of Good Hope, and here, being now 
Sir John Wilde, he remained for a long period, presiding 
over the Cape Judicature as Chief Justice. The Legislative 
Assembly of that colony, at length, as a recognition of his 
great services, voted him his full salary as a retiring pension. 
He died at the Cape in 1859. 

Of Lord Truro, the second brother, Lord Chancellor from 
June, 1850, till February, 1852, who died in 1855, we need 
say nothing; the legal reader is fully acquainted with his 
fame and merits. 

Mr. E. A. Wilde, the youngest of the three sons, was 
placed onthe roll of solicitors in 1810, and for many years 
was the senior partner of the well-known firm of Wilde, 
Rees, Humphrey, & Wilde, of 21, College-hill. He was one 
of the most active originators of the Law Institution, and, 
in company with Mr. B. Holker and others, generously relin- 
— his shares in order to relieve the society of the 

aracter of a joint-stock company. He was formany years 
solicitor to the Royal College of Surgeons, and also served 
the office of sheriff of London. The untiring and conscien- 
tious energy with which he discharged the duties of the latter 
office are well remembered. Asa lawyer the attributes of 
his mind were very frequently compared to those of his 
brother, Lord Truro; he was certainly endowed with the 
prompt clearness and keen. shrewdness by which both Lord 
Truro and Lord Penzance have been distinguished. He 
married, in 1808, Marianne, the eldest daughter of William 
Norris, M.D. His eldest son, Mr. Charles Norris Wilde, 
solicitor, and registrar in lunacy, married a daughter of 
Lord Truro. Another son, Major-General Sir Alfred 
Thomas Wilde, K.C.B., C.S.I., distinguished himself in the 

. ee wars, and during the Indian Mutiny at Delhi and 
ucknow. 


MR. WILLIAM HAYES. 
Mr. William Hayes, of Lincoln’s-inn, barrister-at-law, 
who died on the 3lst ult., was the Senior Conveyancin 
Counsel to the Court of Chancery, and one of the first, if 


not the first, real property lawyer of his day. He com- 
menced practice in 1813, as a conveyancer under the bar-— 
a class of practitioners once very large, of which scarcely 
any are left nowadays. In 1818 he was called to the bar. 
The business of a conveyancer is so quiet and unobtrusive 
that few persons beyond the pale of the legal profession 
are aware of the great reputation which Mr. Hayes had 
acquired. He became thoroughly versed in real property 
law at a time when real property law was far more com- 
plicated than it is now. The law he had at his fingers’ 
ends; but he was very far from being one of those lawyers 
of whom we sometimes read, who revel in technicality and 
intricacy for their own sake. He was, indeed, a master of 
the nicest subtleties of the law, but, as his biographer in 
the Times has truly said—‘A shrewd and genial worldly 
wisdom was always at hand to inform and guide his 
professional judgment; his subtlety was controlled by a 
zact and discretion which prevented him from ever de- 
generating into crotchets.” He was a scholar and a gentle- 
man. His dry and happy vein of humour is well known 
to those who have had the pleasure of being associated 
with him; it seemed peculiarly well associated with his 
clear and accurate habits of mind. He contributed 
a good deal to legal literature, the best known of his 
works being, perhaps, his Elements of Conveyancing. 
The last occasion on which anything from his pen appeared 





in our colums was when he addressed himself, in rather a 
lengthy letter, toa comment upon some propositions respect. 
ing primogeniture, advanced by Sir George Bowyer in the 
Times. r. Hayes was educated at the Charterhouse, and 
was a great walker, retaining his pedestrian powers until 
quite recently. We understand that the vacancy in the 
number of the conveyancing counsel is to be filledby the ap. 
pointment of Mr. Waley, the editor of ‘‘ Davidson's Prece- 
dents.” 


MR. H. STALMAN. 

Mr. Henry Stalman, barrister-at-law, died at his residence 
in St. George’s-road, Pimlico, on the 31st of January, in the 
75th year of his age. Mr. Stalman was called to the bar at 
the Inner Temple, in November, 1828, and has practised as 
an equity draughtsman and conveyancer. 


Mr. A. PHILLIPS. 

Mr. Augustus Phillips, barrister-at-law, expired at Dover, 
on the 27th of January. He was a nephew of the late Ad. 
miral Sir Edward Berry, K.C.B., and was called to the bar 
at the Inner Temple, in November, 1851. 








SOCIETIES AND INSTITUTIONS. 


MANCHESTER LAW ASSOCIATION. 
Rerort of the Commirree for the Year 1870. Presented 
to the Annual Meeting, held on Friday, the 13th 

January, 1871. 

The increased claims upon the income of the association 
during the last two years has rendered it necessary for 
your committee to sell out a portion of the funds invested 
in Consols, and to make use of the dividends which had 
accumulated thereon, The treasurer’s accounts, with 
these additions, show a balance in hand of £40 6s. 11d. 
The amount of stock at present held in trust for the asso- 
ciation 1s £772 12s. 3d. 

During the past session many bills claimed the atteution 
of your committee. Of those which subsequently became 
law the following deserve special notice. 


Stamps on Leases Act (38 & 84 Vict. c. 44). 

The judgment of the Court of Exchequer, in the case of 
Boulton v. Commissioners of Inland Revenue, having decided 
in favour of the claim made by the latter to impose a 35s, 
stamp in addition to the ad valorem duty, in case of leases 
containing building covenants, your committee immediately 
memerialised the Chancellor of the Exchequer at: once to 
introduce a bill for confirming the stamps on existing 
leases, and exempting future leases from the additional 
duty, and afterwards to bring in, at as early a period as was 
consistent with its due preparation, a bill for the general 
consolidation of the stamp laws. 

Your committee also called the attention of the various 
law societies in the kingdom to the subject, and corre- 
sponded with them, and with several members of the Go- 
vernment and of Parliament. The views of your association 
and the profession were ably advocated in the House by 
the Honourable Robert Bourke, Mr. Dodds, and others, 
until after some delay, and an attempt by the Chancellor 
of the Exchequer to subject such leases to an additional 
10s. duty, which was successfully resisted, the bill which 
had been brought in by the Chancellor of the Exchequer 
was modified in conformity with the opinion of the profes- 
sion, and its provisions, so far as regards future leases, 
were subsequently embodied in section 98, par. 2, of the 
general Stamp Act. 


Stamp Duties Act (33 ¢ 34 Vict. c. 97). 

On the Chancellor of the Exchequer bringing in, at a 
later period of the session, his bill for consolidating the 
stamp laws, your president wrote to him stating the views 
of the committee on the most important points of the bill. 
These observations were afterwards put in the shape of 
suggestions on the bill, and prints were sent to the Chan- 
cellor of the Exchequer, to the members of the association, 
to other law societies and to members of Parliament and 
others taking an interest in the subject, The Act, among , 
other alterations, abolishes the progressive duty, and 
reduces the deed stamp from 35s. to 10s. It increases, 
however, the duties on conveyances in fee on chief rent. 
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_—_—_—— 
Attorneys and Solicitors’ Remuneration Act (33 § 34 
Vict. c. 28). 
This Act makes a material change in the law as to the 
remuneration of the profession. It provides that the 


remuneration of attorneys and solicitors for past or future 
services may be fixed by agreement in writing, either by 
commission, salary, or a gross sum, but as respects business 
jnan action or suit the amount agreed on shall not be 
received until the agreement has been allowed by a taxing 
oficer. Provisions in agreements relieving the attorney 
from responsibility for negligence, or otherwise, are made 


voi 

No action or suit may be bronght upon any agreement, 
but provision is made for enforcing them by the Courts, 
who have also power to set aside or re-open improper agree- 
ments. Security may be taken for future costs, and in- 
terest may be allowed, on taxation, on disbursements. 
The Act also empowers taxing officers to have regard to 
the skill, labour, and responsibility involved; a power, 
which if fairly exercised will, it is hoped, be found to 
confer a great and just boon upon the profession, It also 
enables solicitors to act as proctors in any ecclesiastical 
court other than the provincial courts of Canterbury and 
York, and the diocesan court of London. It is still under 
the consideration of your committee, in conjunction with 
the Incorporated Law Society and the Metropolitan and 
Provincial Law Association, whether a per centage scale 
can be fixed applicable to ordinary sale and mortgage 
transactions. 


_ The Married Women’s Property Act (33 § 34 Vict. c. 93). 

Enacts that the earnings of a married woman shall be 
her separate property, that she may hold deposits in 
sayings-banks, money in the funds, and shares, stock, or 
debentures to which no liability is attached. Personal 
property, not exceeding £200, coming to a woman married 
afler the passing of the Act, and the rents of real estate 
descending to her, are to belong to her for her separate 
use, The right to sue in their own names for earnings or 
separate property is given to married women, On the 
other hand, husbands are relieved from liability for their 
wiyes’ debts contracted before marriage, and married 
women having separate property are made liable for the 
maintenance of their husbands and children. 

Of the bills which did not receive the sanction of Parlia- 
ment reference may be made to the following. 


Transfer of Land Bill. 

This bill, which was introduced by the Lord Chancellor, 
proposed to enforce a compulsory system of registration, 
as regards sales in fee, after the expiration of two years ; 
@ proposition which your committee would have felt 
= to oppose. The bill, however, was not proceeded 
with. 

High Court of Justice Bill,—Appellate Jurisdiction Bill. 

These bills, the general nature of which was explained 
bythe Lord Chancellor before the commencement of the 
session, to the deputation who waited upon him as men- 
tied in the last report, embodied the first attempt to 
carry out the recommendations contained in the first re- 
port of the Judicature Commissioners. 

After considerable discussion the bills were withdrawn, 
in order that the whole subject might be dealt with in a 
more complete and satisfactory manner. 


Judicature Commission.—County Courts Questions. 

A meeting of representatives of several provincial law 
associations was held in Manchester, early in the year, 
to consider the questions on county courts issued by the 
Judicature Commissioners. Your committee, feeling 
doubtful whether the association would be able to concur 
i some of the views expressed in the joint answers proposed 
to be made by the Liverpool, Birmingham, Leeds, and New- 
tastle Law Societies, prepared separate replies to the com- 
missioners’ + ag tau ; prints of these answers were sent, 

er with the proposed joint answers, to each member 

of the association, and were submitted to a meeting 
ofthe association. The replies —— by the committee 
Were adopted by the association, and forwarded to the com- 
missioners, who afterwards invited deputations from the 
Several law societies to attend and give their opinion before 
commissioners on the subject. Your president and Mr. 
Cobbett accordingly represented the association, and were 
met, in London, by deputies from the Liverpool, Newcastle, 








Leeds and Birmingham Societies. The members of the 
several deputations assembled together previously to being 
examined by the commissioners, and agreed upon the fol- 
lowing resolutions, which they handed in to the commis- 
sioners, 

Copy Resolutions :— 

“That in the event of a Supreme or High Court being 
established, it is desirable that the county courts should be 
attached to and form subordinate members or branches of 
that court. 

“That there should be a class of cases of claims for debt 
and damages for £5, and in which there should be no 
pleadings, no fees allowed for professional assistance, and no 
notice of defence required. 

‘That there should be a second class of cases of claims 
for debt and damages from £5 up to £50, and for the re- 
covery of real property (including questions of title) , of the 
annual value of £5, the present jurisdiction of the county 
courts both in trespass and ejectment relating to property 
of higher value, but not involving questions of title, being 
still maintained. The process should extend over all Eng- 
land, and there should be no pleadings, but particulars of 
the plaintiff’s demiand and notice of all defences, whether 
special or otherwise, should be delivered, and professional 
costs allowed on a graduated scale, according to the amount 
recovered. We suggest one scale under £20, and another 
under £50. 

“ That all cases not included in the two preceding classes 
shall form a third class. 

“ That all cases in the first class shall be tried before the 
registrar, with power to either party, in disputed cases, to 
have the case tried before a judge. 

‘* That in the second class of cases there should be a trial 
betore the county court judge, with power to either of the 
parties to require a jury. The power to give time for pay- 
ment of the claim by instalments should be limited to debts 
not exceeding £10. 

* That there should be no appeal in the first class of cases 
but an appeal in the second class. to the Supreme or High 
Court, and that such appeal should be on a case settled by 
the judge, by the consent of the parties, or on shorthand 
writers’ notes. 

“That in the third class of cases process be issued, and all 
interlocutory proceedings taken in the local court, with 
power to either party to remove the same to the Supreme or 
High Court, and that the pleadings in this class be the 
same as in the superior court, and the trial before the 
judges of the same court, unless the parties agree otherwise. 
The costs to be on the present scale as in the superior 
courts. 

“In our judgment the present scale of county court fees 
is much too high. We see no reason why the fee onissuing 
the first process should be more than 5s., as now charged in 
the superior court. In cases of judgment by default there 
should be a further fee of about the same amount, ahd the 
ad valorem fee only be charged on cases which-are tried.” 

Before the commissioners, your president and Mr. Cobbett 
urged that on an amalgamation of the courts writs 
should be issued, and preliminary proceedings taken in the 
local court in the county, with a power of removal, as of 
course, in higher class cases to London, and in cases under 
£50 on cause shown, but that this removal should be to 
London, where the profession have regular agents, and not 
to a circuit registry. . 

Common Pleas at Lancaster. 

Some amendments appearing desirable in the rules of this 
court, your committee, in conjunction with the law societies 
of Liverpool and Preston, after discussing the proposed 
alterations with the Attorney-General of the Duchy, suc- 
ceeded in obtaining the approval of the judges to the modi- 
fications which were suggested. Other alterations extend- 
ing the power of the prothonotaries and lessening the 
facilities of appeal were proposed, but in the present state 
of the court in this city your cemmittee could not coincide 
in them, and got them withdrawn. 


Chancery of Lancashire. 

At the request of the Preston Law Society your committee 
have joined them in memorializing the Chancellor of the 
Duchy to substitute for the half-fee scale which has recently 
been adopted in this court a similar allowance to that 
provided by the lower scale of the High Court, and a 
deputation from the two societies had an interview with the 
Vice-Chancellor on the occasion of the last sitting of the 
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Court in Manchester. The Vice-Chancellor assured the 
deputation that his own sympathies were in favour of a 
proper remuneration to solicitors, and the subject is now 
under the consideration of the Chancellor. 

Office of Clerk of the Peace. 

The attention of your committee having been called by 
the Incorporated Law Society of Liverpool to the fact that 
the present holder of the office of Clerk of the Peace for the 
County of Lancaster is not only not a professional man, but 
resides at a distance from the county, and that the duties of 
the office are wholly discharged by deputy, your committee, 
in conjunction with the Liverpool Society, presented a 
memorial to the Chancellor of the Duchy, urging that on 
the occurrence of a vacancy in the office, the county should 
be divided into three districts, and that a clerk of the peace 
should be appointed for each division, who should have his 
office at some convenient place within his district. A bill 
for effecting the change was introduced into the House of 
Lords by the Chancellor of the Duchy, but too late to be- 
come law during the session. 


Preliminary Examinations. 

The local examinations of candidates previous to articles 
have, as before, been held in Manchester during the year, 
under the superintendence of members of your association, 
recommended by the committee. 


Metropolitan and Provincial Law Association. 

A deputation from your association attended, as usual, the 
annual provincial meeting of the above association, which 
was held at Bristol,in the month of October, under the 

residency of one of the ex-presidents of your association, 
Mr. Beever, who is the present chairman of the Metropo- 
_ litan and Provincial Association. The meeting was nume- 

rously attended, and several papers of interest were read 
and discussed. The next meeting was fixed to be held at 
Newcastle-on-Tyne. 


Incorporation of the Association. 

Drafts of the memorandum and articles of association of 
the proposed Incorporated Society, which had been prepared 
with as little change in the existing rules and constitution 
of the association as the requirements of the Board of 
Trade and the Acts of Parliament would permit, were sub- 
mitted to a special general meeting of the association, and 
it wag unanimously resolved to incorporate the association 
under the 23rd section of the Companies Act, 1867, by the 
name of the “ Manchester Incorporated Law Association,” 
and to adopt the draft memorandum and articles of associa- 
tion in lieu of the existing rules. The approval of the 
Board of Trade has since been obtained of the nsemorandum 
and articles, and the requisite steps for completing the act 
of in ration will be immediately taken. 

The following gentlemen were elected the officers and 
committee of the association for the ensuing year :—Presi- 
dent, Mr. Jobn Cooper; Vice-Presidents, Messrs. Wm. 
Harper, J. A. Petty; Treasurer, Mr. James Street ; 
Honorary Secretary, Mr. 8. Unwin; Chairman of Commit- 
tee, Mr. W. H. Guest; Deputy-Chairman, Mr. James 
Barrow ; Committee, Messrs. J. P. Aston, Thomas Baker, 
James Barrow, J. F. Beever, James Bond, George Brett, 
Thomas Claye, R. B. B. Cobbett, R. D. Darbishire, W. H. 
Guest, J. N. K. Grover, T. Grundy (Grundy & Coulson), 
S. Heelis, R. G. Hinnell, Thomas Holden, Thomas Jepson, 
J.¥. Milne, James Parry, J. B. Payne, John Peacock. 

tichard Radford, George Thorley, J. L. Vaughan, W. L. 
Welsh, G. F. Wharton, E. Whitworth, G. B. Withington. 
M. Bateson Wood, Henry Wood, Percy Woolley. 


LIVERPOOL LAW STUDENTS’ DEBATING 
SOCIETY. 
At a meeting of this society, held on the 2nd instant, at 
the Liverpool Law Library, Mr. Gregory in the chair, a 


paper was read by Mr. A. W. Townsend, solicitor, entitled, 
* Forensic Casuistry.” A discussion afterwards took place 
on the subject, in which several of the members present took 
part. Mr. M. P. Jones, solicitor, then moved, “‘ That the 
society congratulate Mr. Seddon B. Smith upon having 
gained the Clifford’s Inn Prize in Michaelmas Term last, 
and the high distinction he has brought upon himself and 
the society to which he belongs.”” Mr. Radcliffe W. Smith 
seonded the motion, which was unanimously carried. A 
vote of thanks to Mr. Townsend for his paper concluded the 
businees of the evening. 





— 


LAW STUDENTS’ DEBATING SOCIETY. 

At the meeting of this society, held on Tuesday, the 7th 
inst., the question discussed was No. 467, legal :—* 4. 
having received money from a third person to be appro. 
priated to the use of a married woman, wrote, telling her 
that he held the money at her disposal. The wife died, 
and subsequently the husband, without the money having 
been paid over. Is A. liable in an action brought for 
recovery of the amount by the administrator of the wife ?” 
Mr. Hargreaves opened the debate in the affirmative, on 
which side the question was decided by a large majority. 








AMERICAN DIVORCE LAW. 
Inprana Divorces. 

The laws of Indiana are not more favourble to ex parte 
divorces than are those of some other states. At one time 
probably they were,* and this circumstance, and the acci- 
dental notoriety of some instances in which individuals 
have obtained divorces in the courts of Indiana, have 
given rise to an impression that the marriage relation ig 
more easily sundered in that state than elsewhere. The 
impression is not well-founded; this much, however, is 
true, that Indiana is one of a number of the states of the 
Union in which a legal dissolution of azmarriage may 
be obtained for a variety of causes besides absolute 
marital unfaithfulness, and by means of proceedings 
which do not always involve nutice that they are in 
progress to the party to be affected. We propose to take 
the divorce laws of Indiana as a representative or type of 
the systems of legislation prevailing in many jurisdictions 
on the subjects of divorce, with a view of explaining the 
legal principles on which the validity and operation of a 
decree obtained in one state is to be determined when it is 
presented in the courts of another. , 

By the present law of Indiana a petition for a divorce 
may be filed by any person, who, at the time of filing such 
petition, shall have been a bona‘fide resident of the state 
one year previous to the filing of the same, and a resident 
of the county at the time of the filing such petition, Such 
bona fide residence must be duly proved to the satisfaction 
of the Cours (2 Rev. Stat. 234, sect. 6; as amended, Sess, 
Acts, 1859, 108, sect. 1; same stat,, 2 Gav. & H., — 

Divorces may be decreed upon the application of the 
injured party for the following causes:— 

1, Adultery ; with exception of cases where defence of 
connivance, condonation, or recrimination, is established. 

2, ‘* Impotency.” 

8. ‘‘ Abandonment for one year.” 

4. “Cruel treatment of either party by the other.” 

5. ‘* Habitual drunkenness of either party, or the failure 
of the husband to make reasonable provision for his family.” 

6. Conviction of infamous crime. 

7, ‘Any other cause for which the Court shall deem it 
proper that a divorce should be granted” (Id., sect. 7). 

If it appear “ by the affidavit of a disinterested person, 
or by the return of the officer” . . “that the defen- 
dant is not a resident of this state,” the clerk of the court 
is required to give notice of the pendency of the petition 
by publication for three weeks in a weekly newspaper, 
&c. (Id., sect. 11). 

No decree of divorce can be rendered on default without 
proof(Id., sect. 13). And, whenever a petition for divorce 
remains undefended, it is the duty of the public prosecuting 
attorney to appear and resist the proceedingt (Id., sect. 27). 

The distinction recognised in several of the states between 


* There was a period during which no previous residence was 
required from a petitioner for divorce in Indiana; residence at 
the time of applying was enough; and this gave great facility 
to applicants from other states. Now, however, a previous bona 
Jide residence of a year is requisite. 

+ This provision rests upon the ground that the Government 
of the state is interested in the proceedings, so far as to take 
precaution against the obtaining divorees by collusion. It cam 
only have been passed because the state has some interest in the 
status of the citizen; because persons not before the Court will be 
affected its action in the premises; because public policy 
requires that Government hall annie some control in reference 
to this relation in life (Scott v. Scott, 17 Ind., 809). 

But the omission of the prosecuting attorney to interpose # 
defence, is not a ground for reversing & judgment of divord 
otherwise regular. The statute directs him to appear, but ft 
does not say the Court shall not proceed if he fails to appet 


* (Green v. Green, 7 Ind., 118), 
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divorces a vinculo and those a mensa et thoro,is not main- 
tained in Indiana ; nor is the restriction of the marriage re- 
lation continued as respects the party for whose fault the 
dissolution is decreed, But the divorce of one’ party fully 
dissolves the marriage contract as to both * (2 Gav. & H., 
350, sect. 23). 

When a divorce has been obtained under these pro- 
visions, without other notice to the defendant than 
publication in a newspaper, the defendant may, for proper 
cause shown, have the judgment opened so far as relates to 
the children or to the allowance of alimony and the dis- 
posal of property; but the dissolution ef the marriage 
cannot be reconsidered. 

The power of the Legislature of the state to prescribe 
these nds and methods of divorce has been seriously 
and candidly considered, so far as respects the validity and 
operation of the judgment within the state, in a number of 
cases. One objection urged has been, that marriage is a 
contract, and as such is protected against state legislation 
bythe Constitution of the United States. But it is held 
that the prohibition of laws impairing the obligation of 
contracts does not prohibit the states from passing general 
laws authorising divorces, if they do not pass beyond the 
rights of their own citizens and act upon the rights of 
citizens of other states (Tolen v. Yolen, 2 Blackf., 407). 
Clearly, the marriage relation ought to be distinguished 
from ordinary contracts. Some confusion has arisen from 
confounding the contract te marry, with the marriage 
relation itself. And still more is engendered by regarding 
husband and wife as strictly parties to a subsisting con- 
tract. At common law, marriage, as a status, had few 
elements of contract about it. For instance; no other 
contract merged the existence of the parties into one. 
Other distinctive elements will readily suggest themselves, 
which rob it of most ofits characteristics as a contract, and 
leave it simply as a status or institution, As such it is not 
so much the result of private agreement as of public ordi- 
uation, In this light, marriage is more than a contract ; 
ivisa great public institution, giving character to the 
whole civil polity. Hence, as between husband and wife, 
there is no constitutional provision protecting the marriage 
from legislative control, by general laws, upon such terms 
as public policy may require. The sovereign power may, 
by general enactment, regulate and mould their relative 
right and duties at pleasure. Moreover, the practice of 
the country has determined that marriage is not a con- 
tract within the provision of the national constitution. 
The power to authorise divorces, by either general or 
special laws, has been exercised by nearly all the states 
too extensively to allow that it should now be questioned 
(Noel v. Ewing, 9 Ind., 37). 

These views correspond with those which have been 
taken by the Courts of other states upon the same ques- 
tion. The general power of a state to legislate upon the 
subject of divorce within its own borders, to prescribe 
grounds upon which a divorce may be granted, and pro- 
ceedings by which it may be obtained, is firmly settled. 

Nor can it well be denied, that this power may be exer- 
cised within the discretion of the Legislature as towards 
persons who come to reside in the state from abroad. 
The power to grant a divorce cannot be confined to per- 
sons whose marriages were solemnised in the state. The 
tight to a divorce, both as respects the grounds and the 
modes of procedure, is governed by the law of the domicil, 
aad not by that of the place of the contract. To redressa 
Violation of the duties of the marriage state belongs to 
the laws of the country where the parties reside, There 
8 nothing in the will of the parties that gives the /ex loci 
aay particular force over the marriage contract, or. that 

es the course of the jus pudlicwm in relation to it. 
contracts are modified by the will of the parties, and 

the dex loci becomes essential; but not so with matrimonial 
ts and duties, They cannot be dissolved by the will 
the parties. Hence it is not necessary that a foreigner 





. This statute has abolished for Indiana the common law 
a mensa et thoro, and has substituted therefor a total 
ution of the marriage contract and a restoration of the 
Mrties to their respective rights, at least as to their future 
conduct and relations, as though the marriage had never existed. 
is, in logal effect, a divorce a vinculo matrimonti, and either 
Mrty, upon its rendition, is at liberty to enter into a new marriage 
Satract. The statute has thus radically changed the whole 
ong of the law in regard to divorces (Miller v. Clark, 28 
J 


. 





should have acquired a domicil enimo remanendi; the law 
of the country at once applies its own rules to all domestic 

relations, otherwise a numerous description of persons 
would be permitted to violate with impunity the obliga- 

tions of domestic life (Tolen.v. Tolen, 2 Blackf., 407 ; 2 

Kent’s Comm, 115). Hence it is competent toa state to 
authorise its courts to entertain the petition of one, who, 

in good faith, removes his residence within the state. 

The desire to avail oneself of the benefits of the law of the 

jurisdiction is often a leading motive in inducing a change 

of residence ; and no state would concede that such motive 

should be condemned. A fraudulent, pretended, or collu- 

sive change of residence will always be detected, if 
practicable; and when detected, the pariy will not be 

permitted to gain advantage by the removal. But one 

who removes in good faith, into a state, for the purpose of 
taking the benefit of its laws adapted to promote his in- 

terest, cannot very well be debarred by that state from the 

benefits of them on any such ground as that he came with 

that intention. 

But the question—what effect must be given in other 
jurisdictions to a divorce granted under such a system of 
provisions as is above described, involves new considera- 
tions. In New York an absolute divorce is obtainable for 
adultery only. In Indiana it may be obtained for any 
cause which the Court may deem proper upon a year’s 
residence only, and by meaas of a brief and obscure pub- 
lication of summons. Granting that the courts of Indiana 
may and must decree a divorce to a citizen of New York 
who acquires the residence, shows the cause, and takes the 
proceedings prescribed by the statute, and that such 
divorce must determine the status of the parties to the 
marriage everywhere within Indiana, does it follow that 
the courts of New York, upon a subsequent return of the 
petitioner within their jurisdiction, must yield to and en- 
force, within that state, a decree which never could have 
been obtained by original proceedings within those courts ? 
Does the comity of states require this? Does the con- 
stitutional provision in favour of the judgments of other 
states impose such an obligation ? 

The numerous decisions upon this vexed and difficult 
question, will be found upon the whole, to sustain the fol- 
lowing rules :— 

1. Where the defendant appears or is personally served 
with process for the commencement of a suit, a judgment 
of divorce granted by the courts of one state, and valid 
upon its face according to the local law, is operative in 
every other state of the Union.* It cannot be gainsaid in 
another state on the ground that the cause of divorce 
assigned is not sufficient; that the charges against“ the 
defendant were not proved, or can be disproved; or that 
the decree was improperly granted. The constitution ob- 
liges the Courts of each etate to give ‘‘ full faith and credit,” 
to a judgment of divorce predicated upon appearance or 
aetual service, 

This is indeed the general rule as to judgments of other 
descriptions. And it is specifically sustained and applied 
to divorces, in the recent decision of the United States 
Supreme Court in Cheever v. Wilson, 9 Wall. 108. The 
facts in that case were, that a husband and wife, not 
residing in Indiana, separated, being unable to agree ; aud 
some years after the separation, the wife went to Indiana, 
where, in a few months, she obtained a divorce in an action 
in which the husband appeared, and soon after left the 
state. The decree of divorce adjudged that a portion .of 
the rents of certain real estate in the city of Washington, 
District of Columbia, should be paid to the husband for the 
support of two of the children, who were assigned to his 
care. The wife entered into an agreement to perform this 
provision of the decree, but subsequently refused to do so, 
and the husband filed a bill in the Circuit Court of the dis. 
trict, to enforce it. The Circuit Court dismissed the bill, 
holding that the decree of divoree was ‘* wholly void as to 
each of the subjects of which it claimed to dispose—the 
divorce, the children and the property.” 

On appeal to the Supreme Court of the United States, 
that tribunal held that the decree was valid. The Court 
granting it, acquired jurisdiction of the parties by the 
husband’s appearing without raising the question of resi- 





* Wo speak, throughout, of the effect of the divoree upon the 


personal stats of the parties, Marital rights in real property 
may be dependent on the law of the place where the property lies, 
so as to call fora different rule, 
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dence. The decree was, therefore, conclusive upon the 
parties to the suit; and as it was valid by the laws of 
Indiana, and had never been questioned there, it must, 
under the Constitutior of the United States, prevail in 
every other portion of the country. 

This decision may not, indeed, in express terms, cover 
cases in which the judgment is predicated upon personal 
service of process, not on voluntary appearance, but the 
general course of decision upon the effect, under the con- 
stitution, of state judgments, irrespective of the nature of 
the cause of action, together with the language of many of 
the decisions upon the effect of divorces, authorise that de- 
scription of cases to be included in the rule in the text. See 
Ditson v. Ditson, 4 R. 1.87. Compare also, Chase v. Chase, 
6 Gray, 157; in which it was held, that a decree of divorce 
a vinculo, obtained in another state, between parties resi- 
ding in Massachusetts, for a cause which would not have 
been cause for such a divorce in Massachusetts, ana by a 
party who went to the other etate for the purpose of obtain- 
ing it, is void in Massachusetts even if the other party 
appear and answer. 

- 2. Where, however, a citizen of one state resorts to another 
state for the purpose of obtaining a divorce, upon grounds 
for which it would not be granted in the state of original 
residence, bringing himself within the new jurisdiction by a 
fraudulent or simulated residence, and institutes proceedings 
by mere publication of process, no personal service or actual 
appearance being made, the Courts of the state of original 
residence are at liberty to disregard the judgment as ob- 


v. McGijfert, 31 Barb, 69; 17 How. Pr. 18; Hanover v. 
Turner, 14 Mass. 227; Chase v. Chase, 6 Gray, 157. ‘The 


sak Ie : : zt . | _ 28) 
courts are at liberty to disregard it; they are not bound to | Blunt v Blunt (R.—July 29) 


dissolve the marriage, nor authorise the plaintiff to remarry | C°ultwas v Swan (S.—July 


in the latter state: Viseher v. Vischer, 12 Barb. 640; even | 


do so. See Thompson v. State, 28. Ala. 12. It does not 


so far as to render the spouse in the second marriage an 
incompetent witness for such plaintiff: People v. McCraney 
6 Park. Cr. 49; nor form a defence to a suit for a divorce 
brought against such plaintiff, in the state of original resi- 
dence: Smith v. Smith, 18 Gray, 209 ; Shannon v, Shannon, 
4 Allen, 134; Burlen v. Shannon, 99 Mass. 200; Lyon v. 
Lyon, 2 Gray, 367; Leith v. Leith, 39 N. H. 20; nor will 
it sustain in such latter state a suit for the alimony which 
it awards: Jackson v. Jackson, 1 Johns. 424; nor will it 
affect or impair the rights arising from the marriage, in 


respect to property lying within such state: Todd v. Kerr, | watson v Brook (M.—Nov. 19) 


42 Barb. 317.—A merican Law Reporter. 








FOREIGN TRIBUNALS & JURISPRUDENCE. 


AMERICA. 
_ The New York Daily Transcript gives the following deci- 
sion lately pronounced in Maryland in a “ street tramway ” 
case: — 


Baltimore City Passenger Railway Company v. Wilkinson. 


Plaintiff returning from market stoppeda horse car, gotupon . 


the front platform and placed his basket there, when the car was 
immediately started, the plaintiff thrown off and injured. 
Held, that a regulation of the company forbidding passen- 
gers to enter or leave the car by the front platform was a 
reasonable one, and if the plaintiff knowingly violated this 
regulation, it was conclusive evidence of negligence on his 
part, which would prevent his recovering damages from the 
company for any injury sustained by him. 





COURT PAPERS. 


COURT OF CHANCERY. 
Payment ov Interest AND Divipenps. 

Whereas, in the present year Good Friday will fall on 
the 7th April next, being the first day on which, under 
existing regulations of the Bank of England, interest on 
dividends or any stocks or funds standing in the name of 
the Accountant-General, accruing on the 5th of April, can 
be payable by the Accountant-General. Now I do hereby order 
that the Easter vacation for the present year shall commenceon 
Weenesday the 29th March next, and terminate on Friday, 7th 
April next (both days inclusive). And I do hereby further 

order, that the office of Accountant-General shall be open 








on Monday and ‘Tuesday in Easter week in, the present year, 


during the usual hours, for the payment of any such interest 


or dividends as aforesaid. And that this order be entered 


and set up in the several offices of this court. 


(Signed) 


HATHERLEY, (, 


CAUSE LIST. 
After Hilary Term, 1871. 
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The Lmperial Mercantile Credit 
Association (Limited) ¥ 
Whitham c, wit (day to be 
fixed) 

Roper-Curzon v Roper-Curzon 
sp. ¢ (5.0. 

Zambaco v Cassavetti m 4 
(Feb. 23) 

Woodward v Scantlebury m 4d 

Sager v Ormerod (1870.—5.— 
165) md 

Sager v Ormerod (1870.—5.— 
142) = d 4 ‘ 

Payne v Rigg m 

In re Jemeg Mowiey’s Estate, 
Jefferys v Jefferys fe pthd 


Causes transferred from the Books of the Vice-Chancellors Sit 
R. Malins and Sir J. Bacon, by Order dated 19th January, 


1871, 
Howard v Howard mfd 


Hickman v Bentley mfd V 


Grosvener v Bentley mfd 


VCB. 
CB. June 18. 
VCB. 


Set down June 18, 1870 


June 18, 
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Brandon v Hume (short) mfd VCB. June 21. 
Simon vOwen mf d CM. June 22 (Easter Term). 
Hurst v Johnson mfd VCB. June 27. 
‘Snewing v The Watford District Local Board of Health 
mfd VCM. June 28. 
Defries v The Metropolitan Ry.Co. mfd VCB. June 30. 
Chudleigh v Wood mfd VCB. July7. 
Poole v Nicholson mfd VCM. July 11. 
Scudder v Hebb mfd VCB. July 12. 
Robinson v Jones mfd VCM. July 14. 
Quick v The British Mutual Investment Co., (Limited) mfd 
VCB. July 16. 
Rider v Dunn mfd VCB. July 16 (witnesses before 
examiner). 
Bourdillon v Collins cause VCM. July 19. 
Stamer v Wright mfd VCB. July 19. 
Shellam v Lister cause VCB. July 20. 
Critchley v Naylor mfd VCM. July 21 
Davies v Thomas mfd VCB. July 21. 
Ashton v Ilidge mfd VCB. July 23. 
Illidge vAshton mfd VCB. July 23. 
Heath v Heath mfd VCB. ym 23. 
Iles v Williams mfd VCB. July 26. 
Costerton v Worship mfd VCB. July 26. 
Valle v Cli pindale mfd VCB. July 28. 
Bethune > viene mfd VCM. July 29. 
Carter v Miller cause VCM. August 2. 
Chatfield v Chatfield cause VC B. Au 
_ Ridgway v The Tottenham and Hampsteai 
mfd B. August 3. 
Moser v Tall mfd VCB. August 9. 
Spurling v Overton mfd VC M. August 10, 
Edmunds v Jones cause VC B. August 12. 
Kaye, Bart. v The London and North Western Ry. Co. cause, 
witnesses VCB. August 18. 
Addison v The London and South Western Bank, (Limited) 
mfd VCM. August 20. 
Overton v Cutbill mfd VCB. August 22. 
Ralfev Hawthorne cause (1869—R.—58) VC B. 
31. 
Ralfe vy Hawthorne cause (1869—R.—61) VC B. August 
i 


st 3. 
Junction Ry. Co. 


August 


Baylis v Tilsley cause VC B. September 27. 

Palmer v Hoare mfd VCB. October 13. 

Shelton v Ashby mfd VCM. October 18. 

Hudson v Taylor cause VC M. October 26. 

Sutton v Sutton mfd VC B. October 29. 

Roberts v Kennedy mfd VCM. October 29. 

Hilton v Hilton mf d VCM. November 2. 

The Agra Bank (Limited) v Martyn cause, witnesses 
November 2. 

Turquand v Lister mfd VCM. November 4. 

Sowerby v Thomlinson mfd VCB. November 4. 

Heidsieck v Duckworth mfd VC B. November 4. 

Sutton v Gingell mfd VCM. November 8. 

Smith vSmith cause VC M. November 8. 

Young v London, Brighton, and South Coast Ry.Co. mfd 
VCM. November 9. 

Downing v Bond mtd VCM. November 9. 

Plantv Mahon mfd WVCB. November 9. 

Blaxland vy The Metropolitan Ry. Co. m fd 
vember 9, 

Rugg v Reed mf d VCM. November 10. 

Murphy v Vincent cause VC B. November 10. 

Alleny Taylor mfd VC B. November 10. 

Knowles v Shiers cause, witnesses VC B. November 11. 

Workman v Merest mfd VCB. November 12. 

Vickers v Butterfield mfd VCB. November 12. 

Cousens v Rose m fd VC B. November 14 (Witnesses 
before examiner). 

Bull vy Cobbold mf d VC B. November 14. 

Harding v The Metropolitan Ry. Co. mfd VC M. No- 
vember 17, 

The Northern Ry. of Buenos Ayres Co. v Elborough mf d 
VCB. November 17. 

Rees v Braidley mfd VCB. November 17. 

The London Financial Association (Limited) v Watson m f d 
VCM. November 18. 

Marling v Tompson mf d VCM. November 19. 

Bradbury v Cross mf d VCM. November 22. 

The London and Colonial Co. (Limited) v Elworthy 
VCB. November 23. 

The Colonial Bank of Australasia v Birchall mfd VCB. 
November 23. 

Johnson vy Pennack mfd V CB, November 25 

Dixon vDixon mf d VCB_ November 26 

Shellam v Rodrigues mfd VCB November 26 

Smith v Godber mfd VOM _ November 28 

Da Silva v Benoliel) mfad VCM November 28 

Joyeev Daw mfd VCB November 28 

Cocks y Chandler mfd VCM_ December 4 
before examiner) 


VCB. 


VCM. No- 


mfd 


(witnesses 





Acton v Middieten mfd V 
Hall vy Hall mfd VCM 
Maddox v Harding mfd V 


CB November 28 
December 2 
C B_ December 6 


Deeks v Bayley cause V CB December 8 (witnesses) 
Brealey v Stuart mfd VCB° December 9 
Norton v Salmon eause V CB December 10 


Warden v The Corporation of 
CB. December 13 


mfd V 


Kingston-npon-Hull 


Curling v Curling mfd VCB December 16 


Hoare v Hoare 


ber 21 (witnesses) 
Davies v Thomas mfd VC 
Povah v Walker mfd VC 
Tomkins v Randell mfd V 


mfd VCB_ December 17 
The Corporation of London v Sandon cause 


VCB Decem- 
B. December 22. 

B. December 23. 

C B. December 27. 


1371. 


Beaty v Beaty mfd VCB 
Shafto v Butler mfd VC 


. January 2. 
B. January 4. 


Fryer v Lord Courtenay mfd V CB. January 7. 
Latouche vy Ayers mfd VC°B. January 10. 


Rees v Drane (short) mfd 
Hughes v Catling mfd V 


VCB. Jannary 12. 
CB. January 12. 


Alston v The Bedford and Northampton Ry. Co. mid V CB. 


January 12. 


Monteiro v Adam cause VC B. 


End of 


January 16. 


Transfer. 


Causes set down since 16th January. 


The Highgate Archway Co. v 
Jeakes md 
Boddington v Jones md 
Boulton v Appleton c¢ 
Bowen v Barlow fc 
Clinch vy Clinch m d 
Newen v Wetten fc 
Tower v Tower fe 
Parkinson v Rowell 
Hatch v Foster fc 
Kershaw v Kershaw f ¢ (short) 


md 


Whitelock v Whitelock f¢ & 
sums to vary 
Bradbury v Wrigley f c 
Brenchley v Hoste spe 
Leighton v Hadley fe 
Alderson v Jones fc 
Harding v Moore c¢ 
Sheldrick vy Edwards m d 
Woodbridge vy Teesdale c¢ 
Durant v Morris ¢ (short) 


Before the Vice-Chancellor Str JoHn Stuart. 


Cars 


Peter v Nicolls (1870.—P.— 
203) demr 

Payne v Licker demr 

Bird (pauper) v Bull c, wit 

Thompson v Morgan , wit 

Ramsay v Great Northern Ry. 
Co. md (Feb. 9) 

Silvester vy Gough md 

Maunsell vy Maunsell fc 

Barlow v Bailey md 

Nore vy Morgan m d pt hd 


(oO. . 

Wilson vy Wilson c, wit 

Pole v Begbie f c (S. 0.) 

Lewis v Lewis fc 

Burr v Miller m d (S. 0.) 

Johnson v Johnson f ¢ & sums 
to vary 

In re Thompson's Estate, 
Stockdale v Thompson fc 

Touche v The Metropolitan 
Railway Warehousing Co 
(Limited) c 

Turquand vy Ingham, pro 
confesso against sole defen- 


dant 

Haygarth v Wearing c, wit 
(eb, 9) 

Douglas vy Douglas m d 

Phillips vy Mullings m d 

Williams v Taylor fc 

In re Dodman's Estate, Dod- 
man vy Dodman fo 

Kitching v The Hafod-y-Llan 
(Snowden) Slate Co. (Li- 
mited) md 

Teague v Teague c 

Fowler v Haines fe 

Archer v Johnston md 

Stain v Dexter md 

Bearpark vy Bean c, wit 

Osborn v Osborn m d 

Franklin v Howes md 

Mainwaring v Taunton 

Vaughan v Botcherby 

Brown v Barrow md 

Hobson v Bass spc 


md 
m d 


C8, §e. 

Marshall ¥ The Tottenham & 
Hampstead Junction Ry. Co. 
md 
Philipe v Simmons fe & 

suns 
Dear v Abbott, case on appeal 

from the City of London 

Court 
Heath vy Barlow md 
Barr v Willis m d (1870. B. 

108) 

In re Smith’s Estate, Smith 

v Statham fe 
Cocks v Jones md 
Bland v Gayford md 
Backhouse v Ayrton md 
Barr v Willis m d (1870.—B. 

—109) 

Bell v Bell md 
Huddleston v Stones f ¢ 
Dutton v Vincent fe 
Macfarlan v Plews c 
Bower v Smith fe 
Wilkinson v Wilkinson 

(S. O. to amend) 

Peter v Nicolls (1868.—P.— 

30) ¢ 

Smeeton v Glover m d 
Edmed v Cresswell fc (short) 
Ryan v Jagger md 
Westwood v Sadgrove c 
Hunt v Reynolds f ¢ 
Coulson vy Kenyon md 
Moore v Moore, Moore v Moore 

f 


sp ¢ 


c 
Weldhen v Fluker rehearing 
Vickery v Webber c 
Owen v Cosserat md 
Richardson v Chambers ¢ 
Mullins v Mullins md 
Stansfield v Nelson m d 
Fordham v Brewn, Browning 

v Brown fe 
Marke v Ellis md 
Clark v Johnson f c¢ 
Jacques ¥ Dean fe 
Cooke v Curtis fc 
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Before the Vice-Chancellor Sir RicHarp MALINS. 
Causes, $c. 


The International Bank (Li- 
mited) v Gladstone m d, 
wit bef exam 

Earl Beauchamp v Winn c, 
wit (day to be fixed) 

Levinstein vy Wenham c, evid 
viva voce at hearing 

De Witte v Denne c, wit (day 
to be fixed) 

Barstow v Baldwin oc, wit 
(Feb. 9) 

Niven v Aleock md 

Sollory v Leaver c ee 

Sheppard v Walter md (S.O. 

Skinner v The Plumstea 
District Board of Works m a 

Hollins v Taylor m d 

Joseph v Hart c, wit (Feb. 14) 

May v May md 

Williams v Hughes m d 

Ashworth v Munn md 

Shipwright v Clements m da 

Saunders v Saunders md 

Sherlock v Cole m d (Feb. 24) 

Fletcher vy Carr m d 

Tarner v Collins c, wit (day 
to be fixed) 

The Imperial Mercantile Credit 
Association (Limited) v Wil- 
son nd 

Ryves v Ryves spe 

Sweeny v Kenny im d 

The Alliance Bank (Limited) 
v The Xeres Wine Shipping 
Co. (Limited) md 

Shaw v Cooke ¢ 

Wotherspoon v Currie m d 

Cox v Tidey md 

Chamberlain v Chandler ¢ 

Chandler v The Bank of Eng- 
land ec 

The Prudential Assurance Co. 
v Bartlett md 

Macbryde v Eykyn ec, wit (day 
to be fixed) 

Domett v Domett m d 

De Montigny v Schmidt ec, 
wit (day to be fixed) 

Machin v Darwin fc and sums 
to vary 

Browning v French f ¢ 

Ward v Ward c 

Lloyd v Pughe fc 

In re E. W. Lloyd’s Estate 
Evans v Pughe fc 

Swan v Price fc 

Rushworth v Walden fc 

Vander Byl v Austin m d 

Moore v Moore f ¢ 

Plume y Weston fc 

Castle v Fox fc &s to vary 

Wainewright v Patten md 

Dence v Dixon c, wit (day to 

_be fixed) 

Kidman v Kidman sp c 

Hemming v Maddick m 4, 
witnesses before examiner 
(defective) 

Lister 7 Warburton c (March 


14) 

The Oriental Financial Corpo- 
ration (Limited) v Overend, 
Gurney & Co. (Limited) m d 

Pemberton v Barnes m d (re- 
transferred from Rolls) 

Harris v The Whitehaven, 
Cleator, and Egremont Ry. 
So. ¢ 

Gwiltv Kerr fc 

Gibbins v Baseley f ¢ 


The London & South Western 

Bank (Limited) v Fairlie, 
art. fc 

Wooldridge v Edgell f ¢ 

Hayhow v George f c 

Shalless v Woolmer f c 

Sparrow v Wilson f c 

Lines v Tucker ¢ 

Pegg v Pegg md 

Nixon vy Garstin f c 

Crossley v Elworthy m d 

Hughes v Davies f ¢ 

Hendriks v Curtis f ¢ 

Powell v Riley fc 

Allan v The United Kingdom 
Electric Telegraph Co. (Limi- 
ted) c, wit (day to be fixed) 

Rangel v Strachan fc 

The Landed Estates Co. (Limi- 
ted) v Weeding m d 

Brutton v the Parish of St. 
George, Hanover-sq m d 

Abbott v the Bakers and Con- 
fectioners’ Tea Association 

Limited) md 

Ashton v Hattersley m d 

The Sheffield Improved In- 
dustrial and Provident So 
ciety (Limited) v Jarvis c 

Lamb v Meryweather fc and 
sums to vary 

Farl - Cork v Russell, Bart. 
mn 

Francklin vy Bacon ¢ 

Elliot vy Knocker m da 

Whitby v Farmer f ¢ 

Cullen v Cullen fe 

Homewood v Lamb md 

Rollings v Rollings f ¢ 

Key v Jenkins fc 

Carter v Smith sp c 

Sterdy v Combs m d 

oe v Walton md 
ennington v Pennington fc 

Whiting v Glading fc 

Lloyd v Dyos f ¢ & sums to 


vary 

Wills v Bourne m d 

Parker v Zimmer m d 

Finlay v Kemp cc, wit (day 
to be fixed) 

Hooper v Pearson m da 

Weston v Ligertwood md 

Sleeman v Sleeman -f c 

Arcedeckne v Lord Howard c¢ 

Wall v De Gruchy md 

Richardson v Pottrell c 

Grech vy Oram md 

Chabord v The New Russia 
Co. (Limited) c¢ 

The Preston Banking Co. v 
Watson c 

Blount v The Conservators of 
the River Thames m d 

Mather v Mather spec 

Gibbs v Mackintosh md 

Nibbs v Evered ‘md 

Bagott v Whatson m d (April 
18 


Haigh v Kaye md 

Grimston v Grimston m d 

Chinnock v Pidgeon m d (short) 

Simcox v Parker m 

Price vy Edwards md 

Townshend v Coleman fc 
(short) 

Smith v Wheelhouse f ¢ 

Tooth vy Mort md 

Whelan v Whelan f c 

Cooper v Brooks f c 


Before the Vice-Chancellor Bacon. 
Causes, §c. 


Rees v Engelback demr 

Clifton v Pigeon exons for 
insufficiency 

Stamp v Anderson ec, wit 
(diy to be fixed), Anderson 
vStamp ec, wit 


Corner v Graham exons for 
insufficiency * 

Oakey v Sennett ‘md pt hd 
Williams v The Llanelly Ry. 
& Dock Co. md (Feb 24) 
Goold v Goold f ¢ and petn. 





Winter v Waters m d, Waters 
v Winter md 

James v Jones c 

Dunn v Fowler m d, wit be- 
fore examr 

— Vv lama md 
urry v Hu ¢c 

ery d Beet es d 

Finney v Godfrey m d trial 
by jury 

Graham v Cole md 

Roskell vy Whitworth m d_ 

Attorney-General v The 
Borough of Birmingham 


m 

Knapp v Knapp md 

Robertshaw v Firth md 

Brunel v Brunel md 

Pearce v Scudds md 

Lycett v The Stafford and Ut- 
toxeter Ry. Co. md 

Highett v Dampier md 

Ingram v Upperton c, wit 
(March 7) 

Messer v Stacey c 

Bleackley v Hall md 

Greene vy The West Cheshire 
Ry. Co. md 

Dawson v Bobinson spc 

Murray v Clayton m 

Holdsworth v Bromley c, wit 
(day to be fixed) 

Phipps v Berridge md 

Heyman v Dubios md 

Murchison v Batters md 

Smith v Gibson spc 

Hall v Hargreave c, wit (day 
to be a 

Earle v Appleyard md 

Kemp v Lhe South Eastern 
Ry. Co. md 

Carter v Earl Ducie md 

Palmer v Flower sp c 

Savage v Sneli_ sp c 

Wade-Gery v Handley md 

Charlton v Charlton md 

Bond v Milbourn md 

Ramsey v Hooper md 

Sinnett v Herbert f c 

Maurice v Pugh fc 

The London & Paris Hotel Co. 
(Limited) v Mainwaring md 

Johnson v The Dudley & West 
Bromwich Banking Co. m d 

Ashby v Bernard c 

Hayward v Penny m d 

Pitts v The Kingsbridge High- 
way Bourd md 

Stacey v Messer c 

Ford v F — md 

Hooper v Webb c, wit (day 
obo fixed) (ay 

Cadman v Cadman sp c 

Upmann v Elkan md 

Allones v Elkan m d 

Hunt v Sidney fe 

Wilson v Tucker md 

Chester v Chester f c 

Gilbert v Bowen c, wit (day 
to be fixed) 

Paul v Children md 

Rennie v Morris c, wit (day 
to be fixed) 

Anderson v Anderson m d 

Williams v Pearn fc 

Allan v 7 fe 

Rattey v Cleob fe 

Collins v Collins” fe 


Thompson v Hewitson f¢ 
In re Woronzow Greig’ s Estat, 
Somerville v Greig fe” 
Williams v Stanger fe — 
Whitney v Smith fc 
Cababe v Cababe c, wit (day 
to be fixed) 
Wood v —— fe 
Bi Vv e Corporation 
, ee md a ; 
Wilson v The Furness Ry, (, 
Bostlle ¥ Lord Bbusy 
eattie v “bury ¢, wi 
(day to be fixed)” 
Pickett vy Packham f ¢ 
Hargreaves v Hall md 
Imray v Imeson spc 
Kimberley v Dick ¢, wit (dy 
to be fixed) ¢ 
Hodges v Hodges f ¢ 
Manning v Gill’ fc 
Mathews v Gover fc 
Wight v Wight f ¢ 
Jarvis v Mitchell f ¢ 
Longworth v Bellamy c¢ 
In re D. Nutt’s Estate, Nut 
v Logie fe 
Ellis v Barker md 
Cook v Hart fc 
Mcliwraith v The Dublin 
Trunk Connecting Ry. Co, 


m 

Miller v Miller spc 

Coventry v Lord Chichester 
f c abated 

In re Andrew Marcon’s Estate, 
Finch v Marcon t ¢ 

Cole v Mann fc 

Burgess v Burgess md 

Gompertz v Kensit md 

The Ramsden Mill Co. y 
Ramsden f c & sums 

Wadsworth v Johnson fcé 
sums 

Middleton v Barber fc 

Gray v Seckham sp c 

Earl of Dudley v Martelli 
md 

Pickering v Minto fc & sum 

Dixon v Lamare m d wit, 
before examr 

Smith v Parsons md 

Jackson v Ward c, wit (day 
to be fixed) 

Peek v Gurney ¢ 

Yeatmean v Becken md 

Phillips v Phillips f ¢ 

Nalder v Lautour md 

Neely v Fluker » c 

Jackson v Gatenby f ¢ 

Surtees v Surtees md 

Magrath v Morehead f ¢ 

Attorney-General v 
Borough of Cambridge md 

Cheesman v Richardson md 
(short) ‘ 

Gray v Ridgway c 

Vives v The Ottoman Ry. Co.¢ 

Rolf v Smith fc 

In re R. H. Glover's Estate, 
Glover v Heelis f c¢ (short) 

Moore v Harper, Harper ¥ 
Harper fe 

Hanson v Fisher m d 

Merton v Brogden fc & sum 

Sweetman v Bentley md 

Farrer v Savile md 


LANCASHIRE SPRING ASSIZES, 1871. 
The commissions for holding these assizes will be opened 
at Lancaster, Thursday, March 2; Manchester, Monday 
March 6; Liverpool, Saturday, March 18. 


The entry of causes at Laneaster will commence imme 


diately after the opening of the commissions on Thursday, 
March 2, and will close at nine o’clock on the following 


morning. 


Causes for trial at Manchester and Liverpool can be 
entered provisionally at the office of the Prothonotary of the 
Court of Common Pleas at Lancaster, at Preston, as fol- 
lows, viz.:—Causes for trial at Manchester, on Tuesday, 
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28, and daily thereafter, until Friday, March 
3 inclusive, between the hours of ten o'clock in the fore- 
noon and four o'clock in the afternoon; and causes for 
trial at Liverpool, on Monday, March 13, and daily there- 
after until Thursday, March 16 inclusive, between the 
above-mentioned hours. 

The entry of causes at Manchester and Liverpool respec- 
tively, will commence at the Assize Courts, Manchester, and 
St. George’s Hall, Liverpool, immediately after the opening 
of the commissions, and will close at nine o’clock in the 
evening on the commission day. 

The Court will sit at 11 o’clock in the forenoon, at Man- 
chester, on the day next following the commission day ; and 
at Liverpool, at 11 o’clock in the forenoon on the Monday 
next following the commission day. 

The trial of special jury causes will commence at Man- 
chester, at 10 a.m., on Friday, March 10, and at Liverpool, 
at 10 a.m., on Thursday, March 23, and not earlier, unless 
the Court shall otherwise order. 

A list of causes for trial at Manchester and Liverpool re- 
spectively each day (except the first) will be exhibited in the 
corridor of the Court and in the library. 








PUBLIC COMPANIES. 


GOVERNMENT FUNDS. 
Last Quotation, Feb. 10, 1871. 
From the Official List of th: actual business transacted. 

3 per Cent. Consols, 92 Annuities, April, ’85 
Ditto for Account, Mar. 2, 92 Do. (Red Sea T.) Aug. 1998 
3 per Cent. Reduced 924 Ex Bills, £1000, — per Ct.10 p m 

3 per Cent., 92} Ditto, £500, Do — 10 pm 

4 perCent., Jan. °94 Ditto, £100 & £200,— 10p m 
Do. 24 per Cent., Jan. ’94 Bank of England Stock, 44 per 
Do. 5 per Cent., Jan. ’73 | Ct. (last half-year) 245 
Annuities,Jan.’80— | ~ Ditto for Account, 


INDIAN GOVERNMENT SECURITIES. 


{ndia Stk.,10}p Ct.Apr.’74,209 | Ind. Enf. Pr.,5 pC., Jan.’72 100 
Ditto for Account Ditto, 54 per Cent., May,’79 1064 
Ditto 5 per Cent. July, 80 110 Ditto Debentures, per Cent., 
Ditto for Account, — April,’64— 

Ditto 4 per Ceat., Oct. '88 102 Do. Do ,5 per Cent., Aug. ’73 103 
Ditto, ditto, Certificates, — Do. Bonds, 4 por Ct., £1000 20 pm 
Ditto Enfaced Ppr., 4 per Cent. 90}! Ditto, ditto, ander £100, 20 pm 


RAILWAY STOCK. 


| Railways. Paid. Closing prices. 





Stock Bristol and Exeter ...... 

Stock Caledonian... ... sores ere seeeee 

Stock Glasgow and South-Western ... 
Stock Great Eastern Ordinary Stock ... 
Stock) Do.,Kast Anglian Stock, No.2 
Stock Great NOrthern ..sccoccesseresses seeees 
Stock! D0., A StOCK™ .....0ssereeeeecseeeees 
Stock Great Southern aud Western of Ireland 
Stock Great Western—Original ........0seeseseeeee 
Stock Lancashire and Yorkshire... 
Stock) London, Brighton, and South Coast...... 
Stock London, Chathain, and Dover... 
Stock Loadon and North-Western,,....0++. 
Stock Lyndon and South-Western sesecsecseer 
Stock) Manchester, Shetfield, and Lincoln...... 


st0ck. North London ..... 
Stock’ North Staffordshire. 
South Devon ....00..008 
Stock) South-Eastern bias | 
SE inliinch tas onseine-snpmsnces--sncvssenernese 


* A receives no dividend until 6 per cent. haa been paid to B, i, 


Mongy MARKET AND CiTY INTELLIGENCE. 

The report of the markets for the past week may be summed 
up very shortly. Transactions have been very limited, but 
Prices firm. The manner in which prices have gradually crept 
up during the war, seems to indicate a large amount of capital 
seeking employment. 

ee 

Lord Justice Mellish has been laid up this week by an attack 
of gout, but is progressing favourably. 

The Town Council of Tamworth, in Staffordshire, have fixed 
the salary of Mr. R. W. Nevill, Town Clerk, at £80 per annum 
for three years. 

The will of the late Mr. John Hill Clifton, solicitor, formerly 

trict Registrar of the Probate Court at Worcester, has been 
proved under £70,000 personalty. 





BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 
BIRTHS. 

ApE—On Feb. 2, at 34, Sussex-gardens, Hyde-park, the wife of 
George Ade, Esq., prematurely, of a son, who survived his 
birth but a few minutes. 

BuLLEN~—On Feb. 3, the wife of Edward Bullen, Esq., 
barrister-at-law, of a son. 

Kenrick—On Feb. 5, at 6, Percy-villas, Campden-hill, Ken- 
sington, the wife of George Kenrick, Esq., of a daughter. 

Siumonps—On Feb. 3, at 82, Oakley-street, S.W., the wife of 
John Simmonds, Esq., barrister-at-law, of a daughter. 


MARRIAGES, 
WARMINGTON—WincH—On Feb. 4, at St. Mary’s Church, 
Chatham, Kent, Annie, younger daughter of Edward Winch, 
Esq., of Chatham, to Cornelius Marshall Warmington, bar- 
rister-at-law, of the Middle Temple and Lincoln’s-inn. 


DEATHS. 
Tanpy—On Jan. 29, at Clint, Frederick Tandy, solicitor, in the 
31st year of his age. 
TAYLoR—On Feb. 7, F. J. Taylor, solicitor, Cambridge. 





LONDON GAZETTES. 


Professional Partnerships Dissolved. 
Faipay, Feb. 3, 1871, 


{ Cooper, Wm, & John Edwd Cooper, Tunstall, Stafford, Attorneys-at- 


Law and Solicitors. Jan 31. 


| Digby, Arthur, Chas Kirkpatrick Sharp, Robt Emmott Large, Clement’s- 


lane, Attorneys and Solicitors. Jan 31. 
Whitehead, Hy, & Mark Hy Whitehead, Rochdale, Lancashire, Attorneys 
and Solicitors. Jan 28. 


Tvespay, Feb. 7, 1871. 


' Bolton, Thos Dolling, & Humphry Grylls Hill, Elm-ct, Temple, Ac- 





torneys and Solicitors. Feb 2. 


Winding-up of Joint Stock Companies. 
Parpay, Feb. 3, 1871. 
Uniimitep In CHANCERY. 

Afon Valley Railway Company.—Creditors are required, on or before 
March 9, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of 
their debts or claims, to Robt Payne, 39, Lothbury, the official liqui- 
dator. Monday, March 20 at 12, is appointed for hearing and adjudi- 
cating upon the debts and claims. 

LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 
Bridlington Quay Alexandra Hotel Company (Limited).—Creditors are- 
wired, on or before 2, to send their names and addresses, 
and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Wm Thos Makins, 
Holland-park, Kensington, the official liquidator. Monday, March 13 
* a is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and 
ims. 

Hirwain Coal and Iron Company (Limited).—Creditors are required, on 
or before Feb 25, to send their names and addresses, and the particu- 
lara of their debts or claims, to Robt Allan McLean, 3, Lothbury, the 
official liquidator. Saturday, March 25 at 12, is appointed for hearing 
and adjudicating upon the debts and claims. 

Mc Queen Brothers (Limited).—Creditors are required, on or before 
March 2, to send tueir names and addresses, and the particulars of 
their debts or claims, to Alfa Good, 7, New Poultry-chambers, Poul- 
try, the official liquidator. Thursday, March 23 at 12, is appointed 
for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and claims. 

Tuxspar, Feb. 7, 1871, 
Untimitep 1n CHANCERY. 

Rheidol United Silver Lead Mining Company.—Vice Chancellor Malins 
has, by an order dated Jan 27, ordered that the above company be 
wound up by the court. Makinson & Carpenter, Elm-ct, solicitors 
for the petitioner. 

Sonth Wales and Great Western Direct Railway.—Vice Chancellor Bacon 
has, by an order dated Jan 31, appointed Jas Glegg, Beresford Villa, 
Amhurst-rd, Hackney, to be official liquidator. 

LIMITED 16 CHANCERY, 

Anglo-Scottish Publishing oe (Limited).—Petition for winding: 

up, presented Feb 6, direc to be heard before Vice Chancellor 
alins on Feb 17. Edmands & Mayhew, Poultry, solicitors for the 
petitioner. . 

Exe Bight Oyster Fishery and Pier Company (Limited).—The Master of 
the Rolls has, by an order dated Jan 28, ordered that the above com- 
pany be wound up by this court. Sympson & Warner, Golden-sq, 
solicitors for.the petitioner, : i ae 

Langley Mill Steel and Iron Company (Limited).—Petition for winding 
up, presented Feb 3, directed to be heard before Vice Chancellor 
Malins on Feb 17. Dixon, John-st, Bedford-row ; agent for Ranson & 
Son, Sunderiand, solicitors for the petitioners. : 

Merioneth Slate and Slab Company (Limited).—Vice Chancellor Wickens 
has, by an order dated Jan 16, appointed Chas Martin Merchant, 
Mancth, to be official liquidator. ; 

Trouville Association (Limited).—Creditors are required, on or before 
April 1, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of 
their debts.or claims, to Freck Whinney, 8, Old Jewry, the official li- 
quidator! “ Monday, May ! at 12, is appointed for hearing and adjudi- 
cating upon the debts and claims, — ~ gk. 

Welch Flannel and Tweed Company (Limited). —Petition for winding up, 
presented Feb 6, directed to be heard before Vice Chancellor Malins 
ou Feb 17. Tilleard, Godden, & Holme, Uld Jewry, solicitors for the 
petitioner. 
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STANNARIES OF CORNWALL. 
TouxsparY, Feb. 7, 1871. 


Camborne Vean Mining Company.—The Vice Warden has, by an order 
dated Feb 2, ordered that the above company be wound up by this 
court. Hodge & Co, Truro; agents for Downing, Redruth, solicitor 
for the petitioner. 


Friendly Societies Dissolved. 
Farpay, Feb. 3, 1871. 
Spetisbury Benefit Society, Spetisbury, Dorset. Jan 16. 
pee by — Friendly Society, Fleur-de-lis Inn, Dorchester, Oxford, 
Jan 3 
Creditors under Estates in Chancery. 
Last Day of Proof. 
Vriway, Feb. 3, 1871. 
Cardinall, Jas, Halstead, Essex, Gent. March 14. 
.C. Stuart. Cardinall, Halstead. 
Evans, Fredk, Gloucester, Innkeeper. March 3. Evans v Evans, V.C. 
Stuart. Pawle & Fearon, New-inn, Strand. 
Harward, Wm, Bidford, Warwick, Farmer. March 4. Jewsbury v 
Harward, V.C. Stuart. New & Co, Evesham. 
Nightingale, Geo, Kingston-upon-Thames, Surrey, Brewer. March 14. 
— v Nightingale, V.C. Stuart. Rastrick, Kingston-on- 
ames. 
Pace, Wm John, Nine Elms, Surrev, Licensed Victualler. March 1. 
Young v Meadus, V.C. Malins. Corsellis, Wandsworth, 
Pardoe, Edward, Amberwood, Southampton, Esq. March 15. 
v Pardoe, V.C. Stuart. Druitt, Christchurch. 
Sams, Joseph, Acre-lane, Brixton. March 10. Sams v Cronin, V.C, 
Stuart. Cronin, Southampton-row. Bloomsbury. 
Smith, Alicia, Eaton-sq, Pimlico. April 1. Stott v Fladgate, V.C. 
Stuart. Nash & Co, Suffolk-lane. 
Stone, Geo, Hickling-st, Rotherhithe, Butcher. 
Stone, M.R. Smith & Co, Northumberland-st, Strand. 


Next or Kin. 
Schofield, Mary, Brighton, Sussex, Widow. Feb 20. 
Bacon. Howlett, Brighton. 


Tuespay, Fe: .7, 1871. 
7 Wm, Ipswich, Suffolk, Carter. March 1. 
V.C. Stuart. Grimsey, Ipswich. 

Benn, Samuel, Alverthorpe, Wakefield, out of business. March 10. 
Jenkinson v Jenkinson, V.C. Stuart. Barratt, Wakefield 

Clay, John, Bardney, Lincoln, Farmer. March 1. Spencer v Wilson, 
V.Cc. Malins. Moore v Ward, Lincoln. 

Denton, Thos, Much Woolton, Lancaster, Licensed Victualler. 
10. By se v Denton, V.C. Stuart. Webster, Lpool. 

Hobi —o Sussex-pl, kegent’s-park, Widow. March 4. Hoblyn 
. Hoblyn, m, Lincoln’ s-inn-fields. 

Habizn, ey Richard, Colchester, Essex. March 4. Hoblyn » Hoblyn, 

. Bacon. Gibson, Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 

Bh. Joseph. Budleigh Salterton, Devon, Draper. 
v Park, V.C. Bacon. Huggins, Exeter’ 

Piper, Henry Hant, Gloucester-st, Pimlico, Gent. March 9. Piper v 
Piper, M.R. Shepheard & Son, Coleman-st. 

Williams, Geo, Abergavenny, Monmouth, Gent. 
Price, M.R. Waddington & Gustard, Usk. 

Skey, Caroline, Wassell Wood, Worcester. 

Griffifhs & Co, Birm. 


Creditors under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 
Last Day of Clam. 
Faipar, Feb. 3, 1871. 
Airey, Geo Symons, Blomfieid-st, London-wall, Solicitor. March 25. 
Cookson & Co, New-sq, Lincoin’s-inn. 
Bell, Jane, Little Bolton, Lancaster. Aprill. Taylor & Son, Bolton. 
Brown, Robert, Blacko Barrowford, Lancaster, Cotton Manufacturer, 
Feb 25. Sale & Co, Manch. 
Cee, ee Peter, Liskeard, Cornwall, Esq. March 25. Borlase & Milton, 


— "Thos Lane, Park-villas, Park-rd, Holloway, Gent. March 31. 
dale & ase Bedford-row. 


Howard v Cardinail, 


Pardoe 


Re Schofield, V.C, 


Baker v Cuthbert, 


March 4. Jones v 


Dotaeoe, Then , ee | hea y= v A hae ene Gent. Feb 28, Paine & 


Layton, 
Edwards, Wm Hy, Ciiton, Bristol an Manofacturer. March 1. 
Osborne i . Bristol. 
Ewer, Chas, Brighton, Sussex, Gent. March 17. Chalk, Brighton. 
Flowers, Jas w-Vvillas, Bayswater, Esq. March 1. Markby & Co, 
New-s4, Li tinecle'e-hon . . . 
Gibson, Wm Sidney, Neweastle-upon-Tyne, Barrister-at-Law. April 


20. Hoyle, Cannon-s. 
/ John, Searle-st, Lincoln’s-inn. March 2%. Kipping, Essex-st, 
rans 
Holmes, ben}, Winele, nr Macclesfield, Chester, Gent. Feb28. Kitson, 
Wolverhampton. 
— seca og John, Bucklersbury, Solicitor. March 2. Hubbard, 


PB my Jobn Farrance, Canonbury-lane, Islington, Surgeon. April 
10, Hoyle, Cannon-st. 

Milne, Vathaniei Chas, Weybridge, Surrey, Attorney-at-Law. April 1, 
& ennett & Co, New aq, Lincoin’s-inn, 

Mannsarey Robert, Bramley, Leeds, Gent. Mareh 1. Barr & Co, 

Piowden, Wm Hy Fras, Plowden Hall, , Esq. March |. 
ton & Lianghter, Manfield-st, Portland-p , 

Pont, Thos, Melinerythan, Glamorgan, Carpenter. Feb 26, Kemp- 

Othe, 

Kebow, John Gardon, Wyvenhoe~park, Essex,M.P. March 25. David- 
80n, Spring-gardens. 

Shea, Juana Bianea Maria Francisca Boschetti, Argyll r4, Kensington, 
Wisow. March 7%. Harting & Bon, Lincoin’s-inn-fields. 


Sheppard, Jas, Heaton Norris, Lancaster, Gent, March 5. 
Maneh. 


Culling- 


Jepson, 





| Medhurst, Jemima, Bourne,Southampton, Spinster. 


Feb 23. Nicholl v 
Rigby, ‘Thos, Upholland, Lancaster, Innkeeper. 
| Wi 


| — Benj, Birm, Salt Dealer. 


March 
March 1. Pasmore | 


Taylor v Burton, M.R. 
Webster, Hy Wiber, King’s, a, Bedford-row, Builder, 
| Burgess, Richd, & Edwd Soulby, Lpool, Comm Agents, 


Cruttwell, Fred Robt, Bath, Attorney-at-Law. 
Donald, Wm, Skinburness House, Cumberland, Butcher, 


— 

Temple, John, Heatherfield, nr Ascot, Berks, Colonel. April x 
Davidson, Spring-gardens. 

Wasbbourne, Hy, Pembridge-gardens, Notting-hill, Esq. April 3 
Tayler, Gt James-st, Bedford-row. 

Webb, Jas Edward, Les Canishers, Guernsey, Esq. March 10, Roy. 
cliffe, Stogumber, nr Taunton. 

Williams, John, Poulton, Chester, Farmer. April 30. Boydell g 
Powell, Chester. 

io. Rette, Little Bolton, Lancaster, Widow. April 1. Taylor & Sop, 

Wright, “Harriet, Norwich, Widow. Feb 28. Wright, Norwich. 

Tuespay, Feb. 7, i871. 

Babington, S rah Ann, Queen’s-gardens, Bayswater. 
croft & Hills, Gt James-st, Bedford-row. 

Barrow, Hy, Ashton-in-Makerfield, Lancaster, Agent. 
Wigan. 

Brandt, Wm. King’s Bench-walk, Inner Temple, Esq. March 25. Cooge 


& Co, Bedford-row. 
Brook, Richard, Elland, Halifax, York, Plasterer. March 21. Barber, 
March 6. Cawley & 


May 16. Raven. 
May 12. Park, 


Brighouse. 

Cresswell, Jas, Newland, Worcester, Farmer. 
Whatley, Gt Malvern. 

Cresswell, John, Newland, Worcester, Farmer. March 6. Cawley & 
Whatley, Gt Malvern. 

Gray, Rebecca, Eaton, Norwich, Widow. May 1. Mitchell & Clarke, 
Wy ymondham 

Hill, Eliz, E: dington, Warwick, Widow. March1. James & Oarton, 

March 31. Feller, Hatton 


March 18, Booty& 


Birm. 

Kearnes, John, Green, Sutton, Surrey. 
garden. 

Macky, Patty, Clifton, Gloucestershire, Spinster. 
Butt, Raymond-bldgs, Gray’s-inn. 

March 25. Smith, 
Andover. 

Rawlinson, Fras, Lpool, Rope Manufacturer. March 1. Underhili, 


;  Lpool. 
{ — Mary Anne,Chichester, Spinster. Feb 28. Titchener, Chi- 


chest 
March 15. Taylor, 


| gan. 
Robertson, Simon Elihu, Rhosllanerchrugog, Denbigh, Chemist. March 


2. Hughes, Corwen. 
March 6. Saunders & Bradbury, 


! 
Stewari Wm, Ipswich, Suffolk, Grocer. April 6. Jackaman & Sons, 


ich. 
Toetes, Sir John, Upper Richmond-rd, Wandsworth, Knt. March %. 


Coode & Co, Bedford-row. 
Wren, Christopher, Manch, Laceman. March 15. Needham, Manch, 


Bankrupts. 
Frivay, Feb. 3, 187). 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London, 
Coghlan, Cans Hay, Southwark-st, Cigar Importer. Pet Jan 31. Hazlitt 
Feb 24 at Il. 
one, She; Whitecross-st, out of business, Pet Jan 3!. Brougham, 
Feb 17 at 1. 
Joseph, Solomon M., Chalk Farm-rd, Watchmaker, Pet Jan 30. Hazlitt, 
Feb 17 at 11.30, 


‘ ness Edwd, yy Southwark, Hop Merchant. Pet Jan 30. Broug- 
F 


‘eb 17 at 12 
cbate Pet Jan %. 


Feb 16 at 
To woth in the Country. 


Spring-Rice. 


Pet Jan 30. 
Watson. Lpool, Feb 15 at 2 
Collier, Wm, jun, rane Manutactaring Chemist- Adj Feb 2, Wake. 


id, Feb 14a 
per ep ob Pet Jan 30. Smith. 


Pet Jan #, 

Elcock, Edwd, Lower Penn, Stafford, Licensed Victualler. Pet Jan 9). 
Brown. Wolverhampton, Feb 13 at 11. 

Mason, Geo, Hulme, Hunts, Shoe Maker. Pet Jan 28. Gaches. Pets- 


borough, Feb 18 at Il. 
White, Isaac, Whitecliff, Dorset, Flax Dealer. Pet Jan 26. Dickinson, 
Pet Feb 1, Weller. 


Bath, Feb 14 at 12. 
Halton. Carlisle, Feb 14 at 12. 30. 


Poole, Feb 13 at 2. 
Wright, Luke, jun, | aaa Derby, Grocer. 
Derby, Feb 23 at 1 


Tugapar, Feb. 7, 1871. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar, 
To Surrender in London, 

Mansell, Edw, —- Lodge, Dulwich, Auctioneer. Pet Jan 2, 
Murray. Feb 21 at 11. 
cy + Wi Oxtord-at, Keeper of a Restaurant. Pet Feb 4, Rocht 

Fe 
To Surrender in the Country. 
Beach, Wm Hewer, Gloucester, Shipowner, 
Gloucester, Feb 20 at 12. 
Cook, Thos, Kent Iron Works, Gereneieh, Engineer. 
Bishop. Greenwich, Feb 20 at 
Garlick, Geo, jun, = Surrey, , Pet Feb 3. Rowlant. 


Croydon, Feb 24 at 
Harris, 7 9 leetae Cialis Victualler. Pet Feb 2. Harley, Bristil, 
1 
Pot Feb % 


Pet Feb 3, Wiltet 


Feb 22 

Ingram, Hy Joseph, Retetee, Gloucester, Surveyor. 
Gale, Cheltenham, Feb 20 

Lycett, Wm, Wharton, Cheshire, Salt Manufacturer, Pet Feb 4. Brougie 
ton, Crewe, ¥eb 20 at ll, 


Pet Jan 4. 
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Monk, Ann, Bristel, Pawnbroker. Pet Feb 4. Harley. Bristol, 


20 . 
ee, Jobn, aes Worcester, Engineer. Pet Feb 2. Walker. Dud- 
Feb 20 at 12. 
mecdaell, Marshall, Sunderland, Durham, Merchant, Pet Jan 24. Ellis. 
* §underland, Feb 20 at 12. 
Wilson, Wm, Thirsk, York, Currier. Pet Feb2, Jefferson. Northal- 
lerton, Feb 17 at 11. 


BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
Fripay, Feb. 3, 1871. 
Hayward, Wm, St Mary Axe, Spice Merchant. Dec 2. 
‘TurspaY, Feb, 7, 1871. 
Darch, Thos, Kent’s-p!, North Wharf-rd, Paddington, Carman. 


Liquidation by Arrangement. 
FIRST MEETINGS OF CREDITORS. 


Fripay, Feb. 3, 1871. 
Atkins, Geo Follett, Cardiff, Glamorgan, Ship Chandler. Feb 16 at 12, 
at the Mount Stuart Hotel, Bute-docks, Cardiff. Stephens, Cardiff. 
Austerberry, Michael Thos, Hanley, Stafford, Chemist. Feb 15 at 3, at 
theSaracen’s Head Hotel, Hanley. Tennant, ley. 

Berry, John, Old Bell Inn-yd, Warwick-lane, Newgate-st, Flour 
Dealer. Feb 20 at 11, at office of Hare, John-st, Bedford-row. 

Blantern, Thos Hy, Stafford, Beerhouse Keeper. Feb 16 at 11, at offices 
of Brough, St Mary’s-pl, Stafford. 

fort, Wm, jun, Stafford, Boot Manufacturer. Feb 16 at 12, at office of 
Brough, St Mary’s-p!, Stafford. 

Broughton, Ann, Long Ditton, Surrey, Draper. Feb 11 at 2, at offices of 
Goatley, Bow-st, Covent-garden. 

Brace, Wm, East Donyland, Essex, Farmer. Feb 15 at 12, at offices of 
Philbrick & Son, Church-st North, Col chester. 

Chase, Cornelius Wm, Birm, Bookseller. Feb 15 at 11, at office of Wen- 
ham, Bros, Ann-st, Birm. Heeley, Birm. 

Clitherall, Amos, Lpool, Painter. Feb 16 at 2, at the Law Association 
Rooms, Cook-st, Lpool. Bartley, Lpool. 

Cranmer, Jas, Manch, Engraver. 
James-chambers, South King-st, Manch. 

Davis, Chas, Christchurch, Southampton, Builder. 
office of Druitt, High-st, Christchurch. 

Noble, Chas, Bristol, Licensed Victualler. Feb 15 at 12, at offices of 
Benson & Elietson, Broad-st, Bristo!. 

Dwyer, John, jun, York, Butcher. Feb 15 at 11, at offices of Crumbie, 
Stonegate, York. 

Etchells, Abraham, 5 News Agent. Feb 20 at 3, at offices of Cobb 
& Sowton, Dale-st, Lpool. 

Everton, Thos Tooth, Brushfield-st, Bishopsgate Without, Fancy 
Warehouseman. Feb 23 at 3, at office of Baxter, King-st, Cheapside. 


Feb 4. 


Feb 16 at 3, at 


Durant. 

fitch, Wm, Old Fish-st-hill, Stationer. Feb 13 at 3, at Thwaites’ Offices, 
Basinghall-st. Dobie, Basinghall-st. 

Goodridge, Robt, Hakin, Pembroke, Grocer. Feb 16 at 2, at office of 
Lloyd, High-st, Haverfordwest. 

Griffiths, Geo, Bristol, Bootmaker. Feb 10 at 12, at offices of Clifton , 
Corn-st, Bristol. 

Hadfield, Thos, Ashton-under-Lyne, Hat Manufacturer. Feb 15 at 3, 
at the Commercia! Hotel, O!d-st, Ashton-under-Lyne. Clayton, Ash- 
ton-under-Lyne. 

Harris, John Albert, Penton-st, Pentonville, Baker. Feb 10 at 3, at the 
Angel Hotel, Pentonville-rd, Islington. 

Harrop, Wm, Lpoo!, Licensed Victualler. Feb 20 at 12, at offices of Dixon, 
Lord-st, Lpool. 

Hill, Chas, Lime-st-sj. Feb 20 at 2, at Waddell & Co’s, New Poultry- 
chambers, Poultry. Tilleard & Co. 

Hodge, Wm Hy, Blackhorse-yd, Rathbone-pl, Oxford-st, Printer. Feb 
2% at 3, at offices of Deane & Chubb, South-sq, Gray’s-inn. 

Holmes, Ann, Bath, General Dealer. Feb 17 at 11, at office of Bartrum, 
Northumberland-bldgs, Bath. 

Hubbard, Joseph, Gt Yarmouth, Norfolk, Fish Curer. 
office of Palmer, South-quay, Gt Yarmouth. 


Hake, Jas, Lowestoft, Suffolk, Plumber. Feb 16 at 12, at office of Wilt. | 


shire, Regent-st, Gt Yarmouth. 
dapba, Wm John, Everton, Lpool, Painter, Feb 15 at 12, at the Law 
Association Rooms, Cook-st, Lpool. Atkinson & Co, Lpool 
Michael John, Birkenhead, Chester, Bootm aker. 
atoffice of Harris, Union-st, Castle-st, Lpool.| 

Johnson, John, Netherton, Dudley, Worcester, Grocer. 
at office of Stokes, Priory-st, Dudley. 

Johnson, Sam!, Southport, Lancaster, Builder, Feb 15 at 3, at office of 
Welsby & Hill, Lord-st, Southport. 

Johason, Wm, Westbourne-grove, Bayswater, Dealer in Pictures. Feb 
Wat 11, at offices of Birchall & Rogers, Southampton-bldgs, Chan- 
cery-lane. Harrison, Furnival’s-inn,. 

Joy, David, & Edwa Joy, Middlesborough, York. Engineers, Feb 15 at 
12, at Sacker’s Hotel, Middlesborough. Simpson, Leeds. 

ner, Wm, Sunderland, Durham, Bootmaker. Feb 15 at 2, at offices 
et Joel, Market-st, Newcastle-upon-Tyne. 

, Jas, West-st, Maro-st, Hackney, Bootmaker. 
ofices of Bath & Co, King William-st. 

Maltby, Jas Wm, Morton Revtory, ne Alfreton, Clerk in Holy Orders, 
a at 12, ac offices of Thorpe & Thorpe, Thurland-st, Notting- 


Margerison, Jas, Blackburn, I ter, Grocer. Feb 13 at 3, at offices 
of Turner, King-st, Blackburn. Beck & Swift, Blackburn. 

Noll, Albert Douglas, Rutland-ter, Hammersmith, Club Proprietor. Feb 

ac 12, at the Guildhall Coffeo-house, Gresham-st, Biddles, South- 

aupton-bidgs, Chancery-lane, 

Maddyman, Alfd, Birm, Lithographer, Feb 22 at 12, at offices of Rooke, 
Argyle-chambers, Colmore-row, Birm., 

Newman, Timothy, Upper Highgate-st, Aston-nigh-Birm, Stonemason. 
Fed (Sat 12, at ofices of Redgrave, Quadrant-ohambers, Birm. 

Giver, Wm John, Stretford, Lancaster, India Rubber Manufacturer. Feb 
16at 3.30, at offices of Richardson, Lever-st, Manch. 

Parker, Hammond, Huddersfield, York, Joiner. Feb 10 at 11, at the 

PR wag Hotel, Markot-st, Hudderatield, 

Se Monwith-with- Darley, York, Farmer, Fob 16 at 12, at the 

hoage r, Menwith-with-Darley. Siddall, 


Feb 16 at ll, 


Feb 20 at 3, at 








Feb 13 at 3, at office of Sampson, St | 





Feb 20 at 12, at | 


i | Barber, Fredc John, Fenchurch-st, Broker. 
Feb 17 at 3, | 





Perry, Francis, Fenchurch-st, Merchant. Feb 21 at 2, at 145, Cheap- 
‘side. Lewis & Lewis, Ely-pl. 

Pike, Sam] Geo, Westmoreland-pl, Southampton-st, Camberwell, Soft 
Soap Manufacturer. Feb 20 at 3, at Thwaite’s offices, Basinghall-st, 
Dobie, Basinghall-st. 

Pitt, Chas, Bristol, Chemist. 
las st, Bristol. 

Pollitt, Wm, Heywood, Lancaster, Paper Dealer. Feb 17 at 3, at office- 
of Parry & Son, King-st, Manch. 

Potts, Wm, West Ham, Essex, Brewer. Feb 27 at 12, at offices of Bees- 
ley, Bedford-row. Daniel, Rolls-chambers, Chancery-lane. 

Rix, Chas Edwd, Norwich, Family Grocer. Feb 15 at 11, at office of 
Stanley, Bank-plain, Norwich. 

Sanders, Wm Hy, Irthlingborough, Northampton, Boot Manufacturer. 
Feb 17 at 12, at offices of Jeffery & Son, Newland, Northampton. 

Simms, Alfd, Birm, Licensed Victualler. Feb 14 at 3, at offices of 
Wright & Marsha!l, Towntall-chambers, New-st, Birm. 

Sisson, Moses, Ilkeston, Derby, Beerhouse Keeper. Feb 20 at 12, at 
office of Keeley, Old Market-st, Nottingham 

Snell, Edmund Chas, & Wm Trayte, Broadstairs, Kent, Builders. Feb 
14 at 12. at the Kent Hotel, Margate. Towne. 

Somers, Robert, Guildford, Surrey, Coal Merchant. Feb 17 at 
Dick’s Coffee-house. nr Temple-bar. Roker, Godalming. 

Sowerby, Hy, Stockton, Durham, Builder. Feb 13 at 3, at offices of 
Clemmet, jun, Stockton. 

Spittle, Geo, Ducklington, Oxford, Cattle Dealer. Feb 18 at 11, at offftces. 
of Lee, Witney. 

Stubberfield, Hy, Brighton, Sussex, Builder. 
Holtham, Brighton. 

Tatham, Albert John, South Wharf, Paddington, Lime Merchan*. 
16 at 3, at offices of Lamb, Bedford-row. 

Tuppin, Samuel Hart, Middlesborongh, York, Innkeeper. Feb 15 at 3, 
at office of Greener & Co, Middlesborough. Dobson, Middlesborough. 

Ullathorne, Granville Sharp, Kutland-ter, Hammersmith.Club Pro- 
prietor. Feb 16 at 12, at the Guildhall Coffee-house, Gresham-st. 
Biddles, Southampton-bldgs, Chancery-lane. 

Watson, Fredk Fairey, Little Britain, Skirt Manufacturer. Feb 22 at 
a at the Chamber of C ce, Cheapside. Sturt, Ironmonger- 
ane. 

Westhead, Jas, Blackpool, Lancaster, Grocer. Feb 16 at 11, at the Ola 
Legs of Man Inn, Fishergate, Preston. Wheeler, Blackburn. 

Weston, Edward, Packington-st, Islington, Licensed Victualler. Feb 17 at 
3, at office of Peverley, Basinghall-st. 

Williams, David, David Williams, jun, and John Williams, Bethania, 
Merioneth, Drapers. Feb 15 at 1, at the Sportsman Hotel, Portma- 
doc. Breese, Portmadoc. 

Wilson, Hy, Newman’s-ct, Cornhill, Merchant, Feb 22 at 11, at office- 
of Bradley, Mark-lane. 

Woolger, Wm, Chapter-st, Westminster, Dairyman. Feb 14 at 12, at 
offices of Dubois, Gresham-bidgs, Basinghall-st. Plunkett, Gutter- 


Feb 15 at 11, at office of Stevens, Nicho- 


2. 
2, af 


Feb 15 at 11, at offices o? 
Feb 





lane. 
Yearsley, Stephen, Mincing-lane, Comm Agent. Feb 15 at 2, at offices 
of Pook, Mitre-ct, Temple. 
TueEspay, Feb. 7, 1871. 
Acutt, Saml, New Windsor, Berks, Baker. Feb 23 at 2, at office of 
Phillips, Gray’s-inn-sq. 
Adams, Chas, Exeter, Sewing Machine Dealer. 
Queen’s Hotel, Queen’s-st, Exeter. Fryer. 
Adams, Joseph, Alrewas, Stafford, Butcher. Feb 23 at 3, at office of 
Wilson, Gnild-st, Burton-upon-Trent. 

Anderton, Robt, Sabden, nr Clitheroe, Lancaster, Butcher. Feb 18 at 
11, at the County Court House, Lowergate, Clitheroe. » Cli- 
tl 


Feb 21 at 1, at the 


heroe. 
Ansell, Asbury, Birm, Fruiterer. Feb 17 at 3, at offices of Ansell, Tem- 


ple-st, Birm. 
Armstrong, Benj, Whaley, Derby, Farmer. Feb 21 at 1,at office of 
Broomhead & Co, Bank-chambers, George-st, Sheffield. 


Askew, Christopher, Lpool, Merchant. Feb 20 at 3, at offices of Etty, 
Unity-bldgs, Lord-st, Lpool. 


Barber, Chas, Fenchureh-st, Broker. Feb 28 at 12,at 36, Fenchurch-st. 


Crump, Philpot-lane. 
Barber, Edwd, Fenchurch-st. Broker. Feb 28 at 12.15, at 36, Fen- 
Feb 28 at 12.30, at 36, 


chureh-st. Cramp, Philpot-lane. 
Feb 17 at 1, at the Ship 
Hotel, Westgate, Rotherham. 


Dan!, Canford Bottom, Dorset, Farmer, Feb 15 at li, at the 

New Inn, Wimborne Minster. Moore, Wimborne Minster, 

Batley, Chas, New-cut, Lambeth, Fishmonger. Feb 20 at 2, at office of 
Dobie, Basinghall-st. 

Bloxham, Joseph Stephen, Birm, Ale Dealer. Feb 20 at 12, at office of 
Collis, Bennett’s-hil!, Birm. 

Booker, Wm Hy, Castle-st, Falcon-sq, Leather Merchant. Fed 16 at 12, 
at office of Mileham, Poultry. 

Boothroyd, Joseph, Bradford, York, Grocer, Feb 20 at 3, at office of 
Hutchinson, Piccadilly-chambers, Piccadilly, Bradford. 

Brogden, Fredk, Castleford, York, Innkeeper, Feb 23 at 2, at the 
Station Hotel, Normanton. 
Cathrow, Chas, Long Ditton, Surrey, no occupation. 
office of Sherrard, Brook-st, Kingston-on-Thames. 
Cherrill, Sidney, & Jas Wm English, Newoastie-pl, Clerkenwell, Manu- 
facturing Jewellers. Feb 22 at 12, at the Inns of Court Hotel, Hol- 
born. Tibbitts, Field-ct, Gray’s-ina. 

Clements, Jas Moore, Birm, Tailor, Fed 16 at 12, at oftice of Miver, 
Newhall-st, Birm. 

Cole, John, Dover, Kent, Carpenter. 
Castle-st, Dover. 

Crawley, Thos Etches, Ely, Cambridge, Harness Maker. Fed 24 at 1, at 
the Lamb Hotel, Ely. Cross, Ely. 

Crompton, Jas, Blackpool, Lancashire, Schoolmaster, Feb 22 at 2, at 
office of Cotman, Lime-st, Preston. 

Crowther, Joseph, Halifax, York, Bootmaker. Feb 17 at 3, at 26, Geerge- 
st, Halifax. Wavell & Co, 

Dixon, Matthew, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Cabinet Maker, Fed ly at 12, 

at oftices of Keenlyside & Forster, St John’s-chambers, Graingermst 

Weat, Newcastie-npon-Tyne, 


Fenchureh-st. Crump, Philpot-lane, 
Barker, Chas, Rotherham, York, Bootmaker. 


Fed 23 at 3, at 


Fod 22 at 3, at office of Minter, 
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Dixon, Thos, Bingley, York, Clerk in Orders. Feb 22 at 11, at the 
Manor House Inn, Darley-st, Bradford. Dawson, Bradford, 

Edwards, John, Worcester, Grocer. Feb 21 at 11, at office of Hubbard, 
Pierpoint-st, Worcester. 

Ellis, Wilfred, Weobley, Hereford, Plumber. Feb 16 at 4, at the Merton 
Hotel, Hereford. Andrews, Leominster. 

Galletly, Geo, & Hy Campbell Galletly, Lpool, Brewers. Feb 21 at 12, 
at office of Harris, Union-ct. Castle-st, Lpool. 

Ganderton, Ellen, Kingston-upon-Hull, Milliner. Feb 17 at 1, at office 
of Bell & Co, Bow Church-yard, Cheapside. Reed. 

Garcide, Thos, Congleton, Chester, Earthenware Dealer. Feb 25 at 10, 
at office of Cooper, Lawton-st, Congleton. 

Giddings, Geo, Urchfont, Wilts, Baker. Feb 23 at 2, at the Elm Tree 
Inn, Devizes, Bartrum, Bath, 

Gilliat, Fredc, Horncastle, Lincoln, Brewer. Feb 20 at 11, at the Bull 
Inn, Horncastle. Ward, Carey-st, Lincoin’s-inn. 

Grant, Wm Forsyth Forsyth, Craven-st, Strand, Officer. Feb 27 at 2, at 
7, Whitehall-pl. Murray. 

Hacking, Wm, Preston, Lancaster, Grocer. Feb 17 at 11, at office of 
Forshaw, Cannon-st, Preston. 

Hall, Wm, South Shields, Durham, Bootmaker. Feb 15 at 3, at office of 
Duncan, King-st, South Shields. 

Harrison, Geo, Duston, Northampton, Farmer. Feb 21 at 3, at the 
Chamber of Commerce, Corn-exchange, Northampton. Becke, North- 
ampton. 

Healing, Frank, & Wm Roseoe Pemberton, Lpool, Corn Brokers, Feb 20 
at 3, at the Law Association-bldgs, Cook-st, Lpool. Woodburn & Pem- 
berton, Lpool. 

Hewett, Geo, Froyle, Southampton, Hay Dealer. Feb 21 at3, at office of 
Eve, Victoria-rd, Aldershot. 

Hildyard, John, Colchester, Essex, Innkeeper. 
Smith, North-hill, Colchester. 

Howard, Richd, Hill-st, Upper Clapton, Grocer. Feb 22 at 3, at office of 
Cook & Smith,Cheapside. Duffield & Bruty, Tokenhouse-yard. 

Ingham, Joseph, Penzance, Cornwall, Beerseller, Feb 20 at 12.15, at 
office of Boyns, Public-bldgs, Penzance. 

Jones, Thos Pugh, Welchpool, Montgomery, Chemist. Feb 25 at 12, at 
office of Jones, Welchpool. 

Mant, Geo, Redhill, Surrey, Builder. 
Randall & Angier. 

Marchington, Chas Adams, Birm, out of business. Feb 15 at 12, at office 
of Fallows, Cherry-st, Birm. 

Mason, Thos Jas, Manor-st, Chelsea, Cheesemonger. Feb 25 at 12, at 
office of Beesley, Bedford-row. Daniel, Chancery-lane. 

Miles, Jas Edwd, Vauxhall-bridge-rd, Licensed Victualler. Feb 20 at 2, 
at the Law Institution, Chancery-lane. Farnfield, Serle-st, Lincoln’s- 


Feb 17 at 12, at ‘office of 


Feb 22 at 2, at 3, Gray’s-inn-pl. 


inn. 

Millar, Geo Wm, Gateshead, Durham, Cheese Factors. Feb 21 at 12, at 
office of Robson, Townhall, Gateshead. 

Netten, Frank, West Cowes, Isle of Wight, Spirit Merchant. Feb 18 at 
il, at office of Dawant, West Cowes. 

Ottaway, John Betts, Parliament-st, Westminster, Restaurant Keeper. 
March 1 at 2, at office of Vaughan, Chancery-lane. 

Patten, Wm Daul, Upper Ground-st, Blackfriars, Lead Merchant. Feb 


A] at 2, at the Guildhall Tavern, Gresham-st. Cardwell, College- 


1. 
Pilkington, Margaret, Blackburn, Lancashire, Grocer. Feb 16 at 11, at 
office of Clough & Polding, Tacketts-st, Blackburn. 


Pinder, Charlotte Caroline, & Mary Ann Pinder, Clapham-rd, Dealers 
in Berlin Wool. Feb 23 at 3, at offices of Ashurst & Co, Old Jewry. 
Quin, Charles, Wood-st. Feb 20 at 12, at the Chamber of Commerce, 

Cheapside. Kent & Stenning, Cannon-st. 
Rainbow, Gev, Northampton, Baker. Feb 22 at 12, at offices of Jeffery 
& Son, Newland, Northampton. 
Ramedale, Jas, Rye, Sussex, Printer. Feb 27 at 1, at 32, Budge-row, 
Cannon-st. Ashley & Tee, Frederick’s-pl, Old Jewry. 
Reed, John, Vauxhall-bridge-rd, Gent. March 3 at 1, at office of 
Michael, Gresham-bldgs, Basinghall-st, 
tichardson, Lot, jun, Shillington, Bedford, Builder. Feb 21 at 11.30, at 
Office of Wade, Bucklersbury, Hitchin. - 
Ricketts, John, Taunton St James, Somerset, Commercial Traveller. 
Feb 18 at 12, at offices of Trenchard & Walsh, Registry-pl, Taunton. 
Rosenthall, Abraham, Birm, Clothier. Feb 20 at 3, at office of East, 
Colmore-row, Birm. 

Schofield, Geo, & Jas Glover Schofield, Huddersfield, York, Cloth 
Merchants. Feb 17 at 3,at office of Sykes, New-st, Huddersfield. 

Scott, Wm, Sunderland, Durham, Boot Dealer. Feb 20 at 3, at office of 
Bell, Lambton-st, Sunderland. 

Sharpin, Saml, Brandon Parva, Norfolk, Farmer. Feb 18 at 12, at the 
Maid’s Head Inn, Norwich. Forster. 

Shears, Robert, Richmond, Surrey, Poulterer. Feb 16 at 4, at offices 
of Banns, Weavers’ Hall, Basinghall-st. Peverley. 

Stringfellow, Hy, Northwich, Chester, Builder. Feb 23 at 11, at the 
Royal Hotel, Crewe. 

Thornton, Mary, Codford St Peter, Wilts, Widow. Feb 23 at 3, at offices 
of Hodding, Market House, Salisbury. 

Todd, John, Nottingham, Grocer. Feb 20 at 2, at the Assembly Rooms, 
Nottingham. Cranch, Nottingham. 

Tomkins, Hy Feld, Bedford, Wine Merchant. Feb 24 at 12, at offices of 
Mitchell, Bedford. 

Torr, Lorrance, Nottingham, Butcher. Feb 20 at 12, at offices of Belk, 
Nottingham. 

Trumble, Wm, Stepney-green, Coal Merchant. Feb 26 at 3, at offices of 
Learoyd & Learoyd, South-st, Finsbury. 

Tone, By, Manch, Hop Merchant. Feb 21 at 3, at offices of Fox, 

anch. 

Wade, John, Leicester, Butcher. Feb 20 at 12, at offices of Owston, 
Leicester. 

Wales, John, Norwich, Builder. 


Feb 15 at 12, at offices of Coaks, 
Norwich. 





Walsh. Joseph, Crawford-rd, Marylebone, Confectioner. Feb 22 at 12, 

at offices of Duncan, Lombard-st. 

Watson, Wm, Herne Bay, Kent, Clothier. Feb 21 at 4, at the Guildhall 
Tavern. Lumley & Lumley, Old Jewry-chambers, 

Weeks, Wm, Christchurch, M th, Corn Merchant. Feb 17 at 12, 
at offices of Cathcart, Newport. 

Wheatley, Thos, Chester-le-Street, Durham, Licensed Victualler. Feb 
17 at 12, at offices of Hoyle & Co, Newcastle-upon-Tyne. 





- RE 

Williams, Bennett, Tremadoc, Carnarvon, Farmer. Feb 20 at |, at thy 
Commercial Hatel, Portmadoc. Breese, Po! < 

Williams, Evan, Llanidloes, Montgomery, Innkeeper. Feb 18 at 10.99 
at offices of Williams & Gittens, Newtown. : 

Wilson, Arthur, Sheffield, Picture Frame Maker. Feb 20 at 12,4 
offices of Mellor, Sheffield. 

Wilson, Lawrence, Nottingham, Solicitor. Feb 21 at 12, at offices gs 
Keely, Nottingham. 

Wood, Geo, Junction-rd, Upper Holloway, out of business. Feb 20 gt 
2, at offices of Boydell, South-sq, Gray’s-inn. 

Wymond, Thos Phillips, Trinity-sq, Attorney. Feb 21 ai 2, at offices of 

mnett, Furnival’s-inn. 
Young, Arthur, Swansea, Glamorgan, Comm Agent. 


Feb 2l at 3, at 
offices of Thomas, Neath. John Neath. 








RESHAM LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY, 
37, OLD JEWRY, LONDON, E.C. 
SOLICITORS are invited to introduce, on behalf of their clients, Pro. 
posals for Loans or Freehold or Leasehold Property, Reversions, Lify 
I its, or other adequate securities. 


Proposals may be made in the first instance according to the following 
form :— 








Proposat For LOAN ON MORTGAGES, 
Date...... 
Introduced by (state name and address of solicitor) "2 
Amount required £ 
Time and mode of repayment (i.e., whether for a term certain, or by 
annualor other payments) 
Security (state shortly the particulars of security, and, if land or build. 
ings, state the net annual income). 
State what Life Policy (if any) is proposed to be effected w th the 
Gresham Office in connection with the security. 
By order of the Board, 


F, ALLAN CURTIS, Actuary and Secretary, 


INE FLAVOURED STRONG BEEF TEA ¢t 

about 23d. apint. ASK FOR LIEBIG COMPANY’S EXTRACT 

of Meat, requiring Baron Liebig the Inventor’s Signature on every 
jar, being the only guarantee of genuineness. 


on“ CRYSTAL GLASS CHA NDELIERS, 
TABLE GLASS OF ALL KINDS, 
CHANDELIERS IN BRONZE AND ORMOLU. 
Moderator Lamps, and Lamps for India. 
LONDON—Show Rooms, 45, OXFORD-STREET, W. 
BIRMINGHAM—Manufactory and Show Rooms, Broad-street. 


KAMPTULICON. 


HE 
BEST FLOOR-COVERING ror PRIVATE HOUSES, &, 


Cleanliness, Durability, and Warmth are Insured 
by its Use. 
Patterns and other particulars on application to 
E. GOUGH & SON, 
ORIGINAL PATENTEES AND MANUFACTORER§, 


48, CANNON STREET, LONDON, 
ESTABLISHED 1843. 


SULPHUR BATH 3 la Turkey in your ow 

room for a penny, equal to what you must pay in London 5. 
for. This valuable preparation is distilled from the famous Sulphur 
Springs of Tivoli, Italy, celebrated throughout the world for their 
marvellous cures of all Skin Diseases, Paralysis, Rheumatism, Indiges- 
tion, Nervousness, &c. 

The Preparation, or the Waters it is obtained from by great trouble 
and expense, have never been known to fail in relieving sufferers from 
any of the maladies mentioned. Persons of wealth and influence 
from all countries daily visit these waters, and derive the benefit they 
desire. 

The manufacturers of this marvellous but truly genuine article have, 
however, placed the same benefits before the million, who may obtain 
the same relief without leaving their houses or going to any expense. 
The celebrated water of Tivoli can be used in your own room daily ins 
more effective manner than by bathing in the waters, by adopting 
Turkish system with the Concentrated Essence. It is in the reachof 
every one, for the cost of each bath is only one penny. A common siz 
bath and to follow the instructions contained in each parcel are the only 
implements required. Try no complicated preparations but that of 
Nature, aud you will do well. A quantity sufficient for 60 baths seat 
for 5s., or 100 baths for 8s., carriage paid direct from the Sole Con- 
signees in Great Britain, Jackson, Belview, & Co, Central-chamber, 
South Castle-street, Liverpool, or most Chemists, Manufactured and 
prepared by Guiseppe Martino, Rue de Babeno, La Corso, Rome. 


OYAL POLYTECHNIC.—Novel and bona fide 
character of the CHRISTMAS HOLIDAY ENTERTAINMENTS. 

Professor Pepper on The War and the Destructive Implements 
thereat! Mr. George Grossmith, Jun., gives the prettiest Fairy 
entitled, The Yellow Dwarf, every Evening ; and Mr. Suchet C: 
the same in the Mornings, with Vocal Illustrations. En nt of the 
Original Warlock, Mr. J. Beaumont, for The World of Magic, and his 
Curicus Slack Rope Automaton.—Entertainment by Mr. E. D. Davies, 
Premier Ventriloquist, entitled The Funniest of Funny Folks! Madame 
Bousfield’s Grecian Statuary in White Marble.—The Rene 
New Ghost Entertainment.— A Machine-made Watch, and Christmas 
and Christmas Customs, by J. L. King, Esq., at the ROYAL POL!- 
TECHNIC. Admission to the whole, One Shilling. 
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